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ABSTRACT 
This s t u d y i s concerned w i t h t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f C h r i s t ' s humanity i n the thought o f Atha n a s i u s o f 
A l e x a n d r i a . I n i t s a t t e m p t t o d e s c r i b e the p l a c e o f t h a t 
humanity i n the u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the person o f C h r i s t , and 
o f i t s r o l e i n h i s work o f s a l v a t i o n , r e f e r e n c e w i l l be 
made p r i m a r i l y t o the f o l l o w i n g works o f t h e b i s h o p : the 
Contra Gentes - De I n c a r n a t i o n e , the Contra A r i a n o s 1-3, 
the Tomus ad A n t i o c h e n o s , the E p i s t o l a ad E p i c t e t u m and 
the E p i s t o l a e ad Serapionem 1-4. Where r e l e v a n t , and 
where n o t merely r e p e a t i n g what i s a l r e a d y t o be found 
i n the above works, the r e m a i n i n g w r i t i n g s o f Athanasius 
are d i s c u s s e d . 
The i n v e s t i g a t i o n f a l l s i n t o t h r e e s e c t i o n s . The 
f i r s t o f these i n v o l v e s a c r i t i c a l i n v e s t i g a t i o n o f 
p r e v i o u s s t u d i e s o f the s u b j e c t , the main r e s u l t o f which 
i s t h a t the a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l model used t h e r e i n f o r i n t e r -
p r e t i n g the t h o u g h t o f A t h a n a s i u s i s too p r e c i s e and too 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l ; f o r t h e s o u l and the body, i n A t h a n a s i u s ' 
mind, are not the two v e r y s p e c i f i c a l l y d e f i n e d , independent, 
a n t i t h e t i c a l elements o f Greek p h i l o s o p h y . The second 
s e c t i o n e n t a i l s an a n a l y s i s o f A t h a n a s i u s ' a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
model, and i t s a p p l i c a t i o n t o the t h o u g h t o f the f i v e main 
works b e i n g s t u d i e d . The l a s t s e c t i o n a t t e m p t s t o draw 
c o n c l u s i o n s , and t o fo c u s anew upon t h e p a r t i c u l a r q u e s t i o n s 
r a i s e d over the yea r s by At h a n a s i a n s c h o l a r s i n t h e i r 
s t u d y o f t h i s s u b j e c t . 
For A t h a n a s i u s humanity i s c o n t i n g e n t b e i n g , h e l d 
i n e x i s t e n c e o n l y by the p r o v i d e n t i a l care o f the d i v i n e 
Logos. This humanity i s d e s c r i b e d by two main terms, 
anthropos and soma. Anthropos seems t o s i g n i f y man's 
i n d i v i d u a l i t y , which l i e s i n God's g r a c i o u s b e s t o w a l upon 
him o f r a t i o n a l i t y and s p i r i t u a l i t y t h r o u g h h i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i n the Logos. Soma, meanwhile,suggests man's c r e a t u r e l y 
and o r i g i n a t e m o r t a l i t y , i n which man i s one w i t h the whole 
o f c r e a t i o n . I n s h o r t , anthropos i s man i n h i s r e s p o n s i b l e 
r e l a t i o n t o God, and soma i s man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l y d i s -
t i n c t i o n from the C r e a t o r . 
I l l 
Given t h i s a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l u n d e r s t a n d i n g , A t h a n a s i u s ' 
C h r i s t o l o g y can be i n t e r p r e t e d . The bestowal o f the 
g i f t s o f knowledge, i m m o r t a l i t y and i n c o r r u p t i b i l i t y 
upon C h r i s t ' s body are t o be seen as t h a t b e s towal upon 
man i n h i s i g n o r a n t , m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e c r e a t u r e -
l i n e s s . C h r i s t ' s passions b e i n g a t t r i b u t e d t o h i s body 
i s t o be u n d e r s t o o d as t h e i r b e i n g a t t r i b u t e d t o t h a t 
w h i c h i s over a g a i n s t the i n c o r p o r e a l Logos, t o man i n 
h i s p a s s i b l e c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . C h r i s t ' s death, t h e 
s e p a r a t i o n o f the Logos from h i s assumed body, i s t o 
be i n t e r p r e t e d as the Logos' w i t h h o l d i n g o f h i s p r o v i d e n t i a l 
and c r e a t i v e c a r e , which leads t o the p h y s i c a l d i s -
i n t e g r a t i o n o f man i n h i s m o r t a l i t y . 
Meanwhile, the q u a l i f y i n g o f C h r i s t ' s soma by the 
term a n t h r o p o s , i n a manner v e r y r e m i n i s c e n t o f the 
Nicene f o r m u l a whereby the A r i a n d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l i s excluded, seems t o suggest t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
r e c o g n i s e s a f u l l humanity i n C h r i s t . T his seems t o be 
the case d e s p i t e the r e f e r e n c e s t o the Logos as the 
e n l i g h t e n i n g and d i r e c t i v e p r i n c i p l e i n t h e assumed 
humanity, and t o the humanity as the p a s s i v e organ, or 
i n s t r u m e n t , o f the Logos, b o t h o f which r e f e r e n c e s are 
t o be u n d e r s t o o d i n t h e c o n t e x t o f the c r e a t i o n and 
r e c r e a t i o n o f man's c o n t i n g e n t n a t u r e . 
The humanity so conceived i s the p o i n t o f c o n t a c t 
between t h e Saviour and t h a t saved. For i n as much as 
t h a t humanity was man's humanity, which the Logos 
assumed, i t i s t h a t i n and t h r o u g h which man's s a l v a t i o n 
was e f f e c t e d ; and i n s o f a r as t h a t humanity i s i n s e p a r a b l e 
from the d i v i n e Logos, i t i s t h a t i n and t h r o u g h which 
t h a t s a l v a t i o n i s ever guaranteed. 
IV 
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INTRODUCTION 
Review o f e a r l i e r Athanasian s c h o l a r s h i p 
c o n c e r n i n g the humanity o f C h r i s t . 
"He was made man t h a t we might be made d i v i n e , and 
he m a n i f e s t e d h i m s e l f by a body t h a t we might r e c e i v e 
the Idea c f the unseen F a t h e r ; and he endured the 
i n s o l e n c e o f men t h a t we might i n h e r i t i m m o r t a l i t y " . ( 1 ) 
C e n t r a l to A t h a n a s i u s 1 C h r i s t o l o g y i s h i s s o t e r i o l o g y . 
A c c o r d i n g t o him, man had f a l l e n , h a v i n g l o s t God's 
g r a c i o u s g i f t o f b e i n g " i n the Image" and i m m o r t a l , 
and had become apart., from God, " i r r a t i o n a l " and 
s u b j e c t to c o r r u p t i b l e m o r t a l i t y . I t was to redeem 
man from t h i s t h a t the d i v i n e Logos became i n c a r n a t e ; 
b e i n g t r u l y God, and r e m a i n i n g so i m p a s s i b l y and 
immutably, he became man t h a t man might t h e r e b y share 
again i n the Image o f God; he assumed a body t h a t i n 
h i s death a l l might d i e ; he became f l e s h f o r a l l . 
Such i s g e n e r a l l y agreed by Athanasian s c h o l a r s . I t 
i s r e c o g n i s e d t h a t f o r Atha n a s i u s God was i n C h r i s t 
r e c o n c i l i n g the w o r l d to h i m s e l f . What i s n o t 
g e n e r a l l y agreed, however, and what indeed has been 
d i s p u t e d ever s i n c e 1841, the year i n which the then 
l e a d e r o f the Tubingen s c h o o l , the Hegelian F.C. Baur, 
wrote h i s 2i£_£hr^stli.che_Lehre_vcn_ 
y2.5_M£D.S£l3H®£^HIiS_2£ii£§ ( 2 ) , i s the p r e c i s e Athanasian 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f C h r i s t ' s humanity. For i n t h a t bock 
Baur denied t h a t A t h a n a s i u s a d m i t t e d a human s o u l i n 
C h r i s t , thus a c c u s i n g the A l e x a n d r i a n c f a d o c e t i c 
C h r i s t o l o g y . Baur was the f i r s t s c h o l a r t o propose 
t h i s view. He was n o t , however, the l a s t . For i n the 
l o n g debate c o n c e r n i n g t h i s m a t t e r , many were to 
f e l l o w him. I t i s the p r o g r e s s i o n c f t h i s debate t h a t 
we s h a l l t r a c e i n t h i s c h a p t e r . 
Two main p o s i t i o n s have been h e l d i n t h i s debate. 
There i s t h a t which accepts Baur's t h e s i s , and t h a t 
w hich r e j e c t s i t . The f o r m e r , which tends to u n d e r s t a n d 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 C h r i s t o l o g y i n terms o f a Lcgos^sarx 
p a t t e r n , i s r e p r e s e n t e d by such s c h o l a r s as A . S t u l c k e n ( 3 ) , 
M. R i c h a r d ( 4 ) , J. Rcldanus ( 5) and A. G r i l l m e i e r ( 6 ) . 
The l a t t e r , which tends t o see the C h r i s t o l o g y r a t h e r 
i n terms c f the Logos-anthrorjos p a t t e r n , i s s u p p o r t e d 
by s c h o l a r s who i n c l u d e G. V o i s i n ( 7 ) , E. Weigl ( 8 ) , 
R.V. S e l l e r s ( 9 ) , J. Lebon (10) and P. G a l t i e r ( 1 1 ) . 
Both p o s i t i o n s work w i t h a common a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
model, t h a t i n which anthrogos i s composed o f gsuche 
and soma/sarx; and i t i s t h r o u g h t h i s model t h a t they 
view the v a r i o u s m a t t e r s which l e a d them to t h e i r 
r e s p e c t i v e p o s i t i o n s . 
I t i s t h r o u g h a review o f these v a r i o u s m a t t e r s , 
and o f the s e v e r a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s g i v e n to them, 
t h a t we s h a l l t r a c e the p r o g r e s s i o n o f the debate 
c o n c e r n i n g C h r i s t ' s humanity which Baur s t a r t e d i n 1841. 
a • ^he_human^squl_. o f ^ C h r i s t ^ i s not, mentioned 
A l l the s c h o l a r s mentioned above acknowledge t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s does n o t mention C h r i s t ' s human s o u l 
e x p l i c i t l y . Yet t h i s absence o f e x p l i c i t mention 
i s e x p l a i n e d d i f f e r e n t l y . I.A. Dorner, i n h i s 
His toJj^_of_the_develegmen t _ o f _ t h e _ d o c t r i n e o f _ t h e 
g e r s o n _ c f _ C h r i j 3 t ( 1 2 ) , was one o f the f i r s t to 
e x p l a i n t h i s seeming s i l e n c e . He e x p l a i n e d i t by 
a r g u i n g f i r s t l y t h a t A t h a n a s i u s saw h i s ta s k as a 
C h r i s t i a n t e a cher as t h a t o f c o n f e s s i n g the substance 
o f the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , as s e t f o r t h i n the Nicene 
Creed, and not t h a t c f i n d u l g i n g i n d o c t r i n a l 
s p e c u l a t i o n i n g e n e r a l , p a r t i c u l a r l y upon the p l a c e 
o f the human s o u l i n C h r i s t . A g a i n , the contemporary 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the n a t u r e o f a person had no 
e x i s t e n c e i n the time o f A t h a n a s i u s , b u t arose o u t o f 
the ideas c f b e i n g , essence and substance. Consequently 
i t was n a t u r a l f o r Athanasius to leave the q u e s t i o n 
o f p e r s o n a l i t y on the s i d e f o r the t i m e , and t o devote 
h i s a t t e n t i o n e x c l u s i v e l y t o t h a t o f essence, t h a t i s , 
the i d e a c f the Legos and o f humanity, endeavouring 
to demonstrate t h a t as to essence each belonged t o , 
and r e q u i r e d , the o t h e r . Dorner, moreover, thought 
t h a t f o r A t h a n a s i u s t o admit a s o u l i n the C h r i s t might 
mean the e n t r y o f the freedom o f the s o u l , and thus 
t h r e a t e n the s t a b i l i t y o f the f a i t h and the divine-human 
un i o n i n C h r i s t , by making the C h r i s t the A r i a n trep_tos 
Chri.stos and by r e n d e r i n g the c e r t a i n t y o f redemption 
d o u b t f u l . 
G. V o i s i n e x p l a i n e d the s i l e n c e d i f f e r e n t l y ( 1 3 ) . 
A c c o r d i n g to him, Athanasius d i d n o t t r e a t the q u e s t i o n 
o f C h r i s t ' s s o u l i n the pre-362 w r i t i n g s s i n c e O r i g e n , 
i n h i s h e t e r o d o x i c a l w r i t i n g s upon the s o u l and f r e e 
w i l l o f C h r i s t , had di s c o u r a g e d f u r t h e r t h o u g h t on the 
m a t t e r t e m p o r a r i l y . A second reason, V o i s i n p o s i t e d , 
was t h a t i n the e a r l y Church i t was C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y , 
and n e t h i s humanity, which was r e a d i l y acknowledged, 
t h a t was under q u e s t i o n . Indeed, i t was o n l y i n the l a t e 
f o u r t h c e n t u r y t h a t the q u e s t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l 
a r o s e . (14) F i n a l l y , V o i s i n a s s e r t e d t h a t the A r i a n 
t h e o l o g y w i t h which Athanasius was m a i n l y concerned p r i o r 
t o 362 was e s s e n t i a l l y a t h e o l o g i c a l , and not a 
C h r i s t c l c g i c a l , problem. Consequently, Athanasius "ne 
d i t r i e n de l a t h e o r i e C h r i s t o l o g i q u e de ses a d v e r s a i r e s , 
n i pour l a condamner, n i pcur l ' a p p r c u v e r " ( 1 5 ) . 
P. G a l t i e r , i n h i s a r t i c l e "S. Athanase e t 11ame humaine 
du C h r i s t " ( 1 6 ) , accounts f o r the s i l e n c e i n y e t another 
manner. For G a l t i e r saw the r e a l q u e s t i o n as b e i n g one 
o f t h e o l o g y , and n o t o f a n t h r o p o l o g y ; he saw the q u e s t i o n 
f o r A t h a n a s i u s and h i s reade r s as n o t "de ce q u i c o n s t i t u e 
l'homme e t de ce q u i f a i t un corps h u m a i n " ( l 7 ) because 
f o r b o t h o f them " t o become man" meant " t o become l i k e 
them". Rather the problem was t h a t a man l i k e themselves, 
who had l i v e d t h e i r l i f e and d i e d t h e i r d e a t h , was o t h e r 
than t h e y , b e i n g the d i v i n e Son o f God. Hence the p e r -
s i s t e n c e w i t h which Athanasius showed t h a t C h r i s t was n o t 
merely man, b u t a l s o God. Indeed, a c c o r d i n g t o G a l t i e r , 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 g e n e r a l p h i l o s o p h y o f man f o r b i d s the c o n c l u s i o n 
from h i s n e t speaking o f a s o u l i n C h r i s t e x p l i c i t l y t h a t 
he had d e p r i v e d C h r i s t o f i t . "L'expose q u ' i l en a f a i t 
dans 1 1 i n t r o d u c t i o n au D e _ I n c a r n a t i o n e qu'est son Contra 
Gentes impose, au c c n t r a i r e , d'admettre que, sauf 
denegation f o r m e l l e de sa p a r t , e l l e r e s t e t c u j o u r s 
p r e s e n t e d son e s p r i t " ( 1 8 ) . Y e t , to G a l t i e r ' s mind, even 
had A t h a n a s i u s t u r n e d to the q u e s t i o n o f the human s o u l 
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i n C h r i s t i n h i s d i s p u t e s w i t h the A r i a n s , i t i s d o u b t f u l 
whether Athanasius would have accepted t h e i r d o c e t i c 
C h r i s t c l o g y ; f c r G a l t i e r t h i n k s t h a t A t h a n a s i u s had such 
f a i t h i n the Leges' d i v i n i t y , and t h e r e f o r e i t s d i s t i n c t i o n 
f r c m t h a t which i s c r e a t u r e l y , i n c l u d i n g the s o u l and the 
body, t h a t i t i s hard t c imagine t h a t the A l e x a n d r i a n 
would have a l l o w e d the d i v i n e Leges t c take the place o f 
the c r e a t u r e l y s o u l i n C h r i s t . A t h a n a s i u s 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f the s a l v i f i c i n c a r n a t i o n s i m i l a r l y suggests t h a t he 
would n o t have accepted the A r i a n a n t h r o p o l o g y . For 
A t h a n a s i u s , the i n c a r n a t i o n meant t h a t the Logos became 
man, namely s o u l and body, and t h a t he d i e d and rose a g a i n , 
h a v i n g s u f f e r e d f c r a l l men; i n t h i s he must have been 
l i k e a l l men i n h i s n a t u r e . I n s h o r t , " l a f o i q u ' i l 
a v a i t a sa p a r f a i t e d i v i n i t e l e l u i a u r a i t i n t e r d i t e t 
a u s s i l a c c n c e p t i c n q u ' i l se f a i s a i t de 1 ' i n c a r n a t i o n " ( 1 9 ) . 
U n l i k e the above-mentioned s c h o l a r s who, i n one way or 
a n o t h e r , do n e t a l l o w t h a t the q u e s t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s human 
s o u l was an issue i n the debate between Athanasius and the 
A r i a n s , A. Gesche (20) h o l d s t h a t i t was. Yet Gesche does 
n o t t h e r e f o r e t h i n k t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 1 s i l e n c e upon the 
m a t t e r i m p l i e s t h a t he shared the A r i a n a n t h r o p o l o g y . 
Rather Gesche t h i n k s t h a t i t never o c c u r r e d t c Athanasius 
t c r e p l y t c t h e A r i a n s by a s s e r t i n g t h a t the C h r i s t had a 
s o u l . The bishop's p r e o c c u p a t i o n s were o f another o r d e r , 
b e i n g concerned w i t h C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y . T h i s , Gesche f e l t , 
was a r e g r e t t a b l e s i t u a t i o n , as i t c e r t a i n l y weakened the 
scope o f A t h a n a s i u s ' r e p l y t o the A r i a n s , a l t h o u g h i t d i d 
n o t exclude a s o u l from the C h r i s t as conceived by 
A t h a n a s i u s . 
There i s , however, another body o f o p i n i o n which i n t e r -
p r e t s t h i s s i l e n c e o f Athanasius upon the human s o u l o f 
C h r i s t as tantamount to a d e n i a l o f i t s e x i s t e n c e . 
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s c f t h i s o p i n i o n i n c l u d e K. Hess ( 2 1 ) , 
M. R i c h a r d (22) J.N.D. K e l l y (23) and A. G r i l l m e i e r ( 2 4 ) . 
Over a g a i n s t h i s t o r i a n s o f d o c t r i n e l i k e G. V o i s i n , who 
e x p l a i n the s i l e n c e r e g a r d i n g the human s o u l o f C h r i s t i n 
At h a n a s i u s ' works by s a y i n g t h a t the problem c f a human 
s o u l i n the Saviour was n e t posed b e f o r e 362, Ri c h a r d 
argued t h a t " i l nous semble bi e n qu'au cours de c e t t e 
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p e r i o d e , une f c i s au mains c e t t e q u e s t i o n s'est posee e t 
t r e s e x p l i c i t e m e n t a s a i n t Athanase, a s a v o i r l o r s q u ' i l 
a e n t r e p r i s de r e f u t e r dans son 3me. t r a i t e c o n t r e l e s 
A r i e n s l e s arguments que ces h e r e t i q u e s p r e t e n d a i e n t 
t i r e r de l a p s y c h o l o g i e humaine du C h r i s t , t e l l e que nous 
l a r e v e l e n t l e s e v a n g i l e s " (25); f o r the A r i a n s argued from 
the passions o f the i n c a r n a t e Logos to the Legos b e i n g 
p a s s i b l e and mutable, and so a c r e a t u r e . A g a i n s t t h i s 
A t h anasius argued t h a t the D i v i n e Leges was i m p a s s i b l e 
and t h a t the human f r a i l t i e s c f C h r i s t had t o be r e f e r r e d 
t o the f l e s h which the Legos had become; b o t h the c o r p o r e a l 
and the p s y c h o l o g i c a l weaknesses were t o be seen as t a _ i d i . a 
t e s ^ s a r k o s ( 2 6 ) . T h i s , however, meant a c o u p l i n g o f two 
d i s s i m i l a r weaknesses on one p l a n e , t h a t o f f l e s h , which 
R i c h a r d found embarrassing, as such as n o t o n l y t o 
minimise the arguments o f the A r i a n s b u t a l s o to f i g h t 
shy o f the n e c e s s i t y c f a d m i t t i n g a p s y c h o l o g i c a l s u b j e c t 
i n the assumed f l e s h . Richard's c o n c l u s i o n i s p r e c i s e : 
" l a c a r a c t e r e p s y c h c l o g i q u e du 1'argumentation e s t 
t o u t a f a i t p a t e n t , e t 1'on ne v o i t pas b i e n a premiere 
vue comment un t h e o l c g i e n p a r t i s a n du c o n s u b s t a n t i e l 
p o u r r a i t f a i r e face a ce probleme sans evequer 11ame 
humaine du C h r i s t " ( 2 7 ) . To Rich a r d ' s mind, however, i t 
was n e t s i m p l y the m a t t e r o f the a t t r i b u t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l weaknesses t h a t r e v e a l e d t h a t t h e problem o f 
the e x i s t e n c e c f the human s o u l o f C h r i s t had been posed 
p r i o r to 362. For R i c h a r d f e l t t h a t i t was "une these 
b i e n a t t e s t e e de l a C h r i s t o l o g i e a r i e n n e " (28) t h a t the 
d i v i n e Logos had taken the pl a c e o f the s c u l o f C h r i s t . 
"Le Verbe, en s ' i n c a r n a n t , n ' a u r a i t assume qu'un corps 
sans ame" ( 2 9 ) . Yet Atha n a s i u s never reproached h i s 
opponents o f hav i n g f o r g o t t e n the human s o u l c f C h r i s t . 
" I I ne l e s accuse pas nonplus d'en a v o i r f a i t un e t r e a 
p a r t , mais b e l e t b i e n de 1' a v o i r cencu comme un hemme 
o r d i n a i r e " ( 3 0 ) . T h i s was the case even though the A r i a n s 
a t t r i b u t e d p s y c h o l o g i c a l weaknesses to the Leges h i m s e l f , 
a p o s i t i o n a g a i n s t which o r t h o d o x y c o u l d most e a s i l y argue 
by p o s i t i n g a human s o u l as the s u b j e c t o f these 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s , and so p r o t e c t the d i v i n e and 
i m p a s s i b l e Logos. This A thanasius d i d n o t do. He r e f e r r e d 
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these passions which were n o t p r o p e r l y c o r p o r e a l t o the 
assumed f l e s h and remained s i l e n t on the m a t t e r o f a 
human s o u l . I n the l i g h t o f o m i t t i n g mention o f C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l , R i c h a r d f e l t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t had t o 
be u n d e r s t o o d "du type Verbe-sarx au sens s t r i c t " ( 3 1 ) . 
Yet R i c h a r d d i d c o n t i n u e : " i l f a u t a j o u t e r qu'on ne t r o u v e 
A 
chez l u i aucune n e g a t i o n f c r m e l l e de 1'ame du Sauveur. I I 
a simplement c o n s t r u i t son systeme c h r i s t c l o g i q u e sans 
e l l e parce q u ' i l n'en a v a i t pas percu l e b e s o i n . . . . " ( 3 2 ) . 
Only a f t e r 362 d i d Atha n a s i u s take account o f t h i s l acuna 
and a d m i t t e d the f u l l humanity o f C h r i s t i n the face o f t h 
A p c l l i n a r i a n t h r e a t . J.N.D. K e l l y f o l l o w e d R i c h a r d by 
n o t i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s f a i l e d t o make any c l e a r and 
unambiguous mention o f C h r i s t ' s s c u l ( 3 3 ) ; A. G r i l l m e i e r , 
meanwhile, though r e a l i s i n g t h a t h i s argument was b u t one 
drawn from s i l e n c e , acknowledged t h a t " i n every passage 
where he g i v e s a p o s i t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f the person 
c f Jesus C h r i s t , h i s b e i n g and h i s redeeming work, 
Atha n a s i u s has r e f r a i n e d from i n c l u d i n g the human s c u l o f 
the Lord i n a r e a l l y v i s i b l e way" ( 3 4 ) . 
O r t i z de U r b i n a , i n h i s a r t i c l e "L'anima umana d i C h r i s t o 
secundo_S^_Atanasio" (35) t r i e d t c reduce the f o r c e o f 
these arguments from s i l e n c e . He a l l o w e d t h a t the A r i a n s 
d e n i e d the e x i s t e n c e o f the s o u l c f C h r i s t ; y e t he argued 
t h a t A t h a n a s i u s d i d net d i s c u s s t h i s l e s t he c o m p l i c a t e d 
the debate u n n e c e s s a r i l y . Hence, i n u s i n g the terms body 
and f l e s h and i n a t t r i b u t i n g to them, as r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s 
c f C h r i s t ' s humanity, a l l i t s weaknesses and h u m i l i a t i o n s , 
A t h a n a s i u s d i d so o n l y t o r e f u t e the A r i a n s ' s u b o r d i n a t i o n 
c f the Logos. T h e i r use d i d n o t bear upon C h r i s t ' s humanity. 
k • The I n c a r n a t i o n was a s s e r t e d t o be alethei^su 
E. Weigl s t r e s s e d the c e n t r a l i t y o f the t r u e i n c a r n a t i o n 
o f the d i v i n e Logos f o r A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g y . "Der Logos 
i s t auch ghusei. , p h usei k a i ou t h e s e i Mensch geworden" ( 3 6 ) . 
Thus C h r i s t " i s t G o t t und Mensch und zwar ganz G o t t und 
zwar Mensch" ( 3 7 ) . F cr, w h i l e the immutable Logos t r u l y 
became man, he n a t u r a l l y remained God. As God, the Logos 
i s the Son, and thus c o n s u b s t a n t i a l w i t h h i s F a t h e r . 
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As man, however, he i s g e n u i n e l y man. For w h i l e the 
f l e s h i s p r o p e r l y the Logos', i t i s n o t c o n s u b s t a n t i a l 
w i t h the d i v i n i t y o f the Logos. Rather, the assumed 
humanity, born i n t r u t h and i n r e a l i t y o f Mary, i s one 
w i t h a l l men; th r o u g h i t s k i n s h i p w i t h c r e a t i o n i t i s 
t h a t i n which a l l c r e a t u r e s share. 
The i n t e g r i t y c f the assumed humanity Dorner also 
seems to a l l o w , as he r e c o g n i s e s t h a t Athanasius acknow-
ledged t h a t the body assumed by the d i v i n e Logos was "no 
e t h e r body than c u r own" ( 3 8 ) , and was "our n a t u r e " ( 3 9 ) . 
Rcldanus, however, understands the m a t t e r o f the r e a l i t y 
c f the i n c a r n a t i o n i n a d i f f e r e n t f a s h i o n ; f o r , i n r e l a t i o n 
t° Ad_Ep_^ict. 6-7, he no t e s t h a t A thanasius r e c o g n i s e s the 
immutable Logos' t r u l y b e i n g i n man as the p r e r e q u i s i t e 
f o r man's s a l v a t i o n , the d u a l i t y c f b o t h the Leges and 
the body b e i n g n e c e s s a r i l y p r e s e r v e d i n the i n c a r n a t i o n , 
t h a t the Logos might share i n humanity and man i n h i s 
d i v i n i t y ( 4 0 ) . I t i s i n t h i s sense t h e r e f o r e t h a t the 
i n c a r n a t i o n i s genuine, the guarantee c f man's f u l l 
s a l v a t i c n . 
R i c h a r d , meanwhile, a s s e r t e d t h a t the c r i t i c a l f a c t o r 
i n the m a t t e r b e i n g d i s c u s s e d here i s n o t the r e a l i t y o f 
the i n c a r n a t i o n so much as the n a t u r e o f the humanity 
w h i c h the Logos r e a l l y became: what i s o f most importance 
here i s the meaning c f the "man" which the d i v i n e Logos 
t r u l y became. Indeed, R i c h a r d f i n d s the term "humanity" 
n e t t o be p r o b l e m a t i c to the t h e s i s t h a t .Athanasius' 
C h r i s t o l o g y i s A p c l l i n a r i a n . For he who admits t h a t the 
Legos has become man has the r i g h t to speak c f h i s 
humanity, however co n c e i v e d , and to oppose t h i s humanity 
to t h e d i v i n i t y . Indeed, A p c l l i n a r i u s , who deni e d the 
human s o u l i n h i s C h r i s t , used "humanity" to s i g n i f y 
C h r i s t ' s human s i d e , h i s body; to Richard's mind, Athanasius 
m i g h t w e l l have used the term i n the same r e s t r i c t e d sense. 
c . An throgologi_cal_termi^nclo£^ 
With the C h r i s t c l c g i c a l clauses "the Logos assumed a 
body" or "being c l o t h e d i n F l e s h " G. V c i s i n found no d i f -
f i c u l t y . He d i d n o t t h i n k t h a t they i m p l i e d t h a t the 
d i v i n e Legos assumed o n l y a body, d e v o i d o f a human s o u l . 
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For, by drawing a t t e n t i o n t o S.C^Ar.SO and Ad_Ser. 7, 
V o i s i n n o t ed t h a t i n r e l a t i o n t o John 1.14 Athanasius 
remarked t h a t i t was the t r a d i t i o n c f S c r i p t u r e to 
s i g n i f y "man" by " f l e s h " . He f u r t h e r remarked t h a t 
" f l e s h " and "humanity" are i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e i n C h r i s t o l -
o g i c a l passages i n the Athanasian corpus (41) and t h a t the 
r e f e r r i n g o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l terms t c the " f l e s h " p o i n t e d 
to the f l e s h b e i n g mere than mere f l e s h . As rega r d s the 
use c f "body", V o i s i n p o i n t e d t o Contra Gentes 28 ( 4 2 ) , 
where Athanasius gave a p p r o v a l t o the p h i l o s o p h e r s ' view 
t h a t the w o r l d i s a g r e a t "body" by h i m s e l f opposing t o 
the Logos the c r e a t e d t h i n g s , amongst which are men, whom 
he terms members o f t h i s g r e a t "body", the cosmos. Con-
s e q u e n t l y , V o i s i n f e l t t h a t " f l e s h " and "body" were n o t t c 
be i n t e r p r e t e d "au p i e d de l a l e t t r e " , b u t i n the l i g h t o f 
the term "man" ( 4 3 ) . 
That t h i s p r i n c i p l e o f i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s h o u l d be 
adopted i s f u r t h e r suggested by C^ G_. 20. For t h e r e i n 
V o i s i n notes t h a t A t hanasius "remarque....qu'i1 s e r a i t 
p l u s digne d'un Dieu de se m a n i f e s t e r par I'crgane d'un 
e t r e anime e t r a i s o n n a b l e , que par des s t a t u e s sans ame, 
e t sans mouvement cemme sent l e s i d o l e s du paganisme" ( 4 4 ) . 
Given such, i t i s reasonable to suppose t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
u n d e r s t o o d t h a t "body" i n and th r o u g h w h i c h he saw the 
d i v i n e Logos r e v e a l e d as "un e t r e anime e t r a i s o n n a b l e " . 
Indeed, the use c f " f l e s h " and "body" i n C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
s e t t i n g s V o i s i n d i d n o t see as n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y i n g t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s was d o u b t f u l o f the e x i s t e n c e o f a human s o u l 
i n C h r i s t . For the usage o f these terms had t o be seen i n 
the l i g h t o f the p r a c t i c e o f the E a r l y Church. A c c o r d i n g 
t o V o i s i n , i t was the t r a d i t i o n o f the Church, i n i t s 
wis h t o e x p l a i n the mystery c f the I n c a r n a t i o n i n simple 
terms, t o un d e r s t a n d i t as the appearance i n v i s i b l e bedy 
o f the i n v i s i b l e God, a d e s c r i p t i o n which i n c i d e n t a l l y 
h i g h l i g h t e d the h u m i l i a t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos ( 4 5 ) . 
Moreover,the Symbols o f the time used "became f l e s h " t o 
d e f i n e the I n c a r n a t i o n . I t was al s o i n ke e p i n g w i t h the 
language o f the e a r l i e r F a t h e r s . For I r e n a e u s , one c f 
At h a n a s i u s ' g r e a t f o r e r u n n e r s , who r e c o g n i s e d the e x i s t e n c e 
o f a s o u l i n C h r i s t , used the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l terms f i r i t i s 
j}CQ?iD.is. i'ac I.;UH e s t and carnem_assumgsit ( 4 6 ) . V o i s i n 
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t h e r e f o r e f e l t t h a t "on comprend.. . . q u 1 i 1 s o i t con t e n t e 
d'exprimer l a d o c t r i n e de l ' e g l i s e t c u c h a n t 1'humanite 
de C h r i s t dans l e s termes ccnsacres par l'usage de 
l ' e c r i t u r e , des Peres e t des Symbcles" ( 4 7 ) . 
L a s t l y , V c i s i n accounts f o r the use o f the terms 
" f l e s h " and "body" by s u g g e s t i n g t h a t t h e y were r e q u i r e d 
by A t h a n a s i u s 1 s o t e r i c l o g y . For n e t o n l y d i d the Legos 
ccme i n the f l e s h tc d e s t r o y i n i t the r u l e c f death and 
c c r r u p t i c n ( 4 8 ) , b u t a l s o the Logos r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f 
t h r o u g h h i s m i r a c l e s i n the v i s i b l e bedy which was 
e s s e n t i a l l y cne w i t h the v i s i b l e c r e a t i o n , the ccsmic 
body i n which men were s e e k i n g f o r God. 
Other e x p l a n a t i o n s c f the C h r i s t c l o g i c a l use c f "body" 
and " f l e s h " i n At h a n a s i u s e x i s t . W e i g l , f o r i n s t a n c e , d i d 
n o t t h i n k t h a t A t h a n a s i u s ' r e f e r r i n g t c C h r i s t ' s humanity 
as h i s "body", " f l e s h " o r "organ" n e c e s s a r i l y p o i n t s t o a 
d o c e t i c C h r i s t o l o g y . For he b e l i e v e d t h a t A t hanasius f e l t 
no n e c e s s i t y t c d i s c u s s the meaning o f these terms, the 
A p c l l i n a r i a n c r i s i s n o t y e t h a v i n g gained g r e a t momentum. 
Indeed, " d i e Ausdrucke soma, s a r x , £Hil}££p_£S_ g e l t e n 
A t h a n a s i u s f u r das ganzemenschllche I n d i v i d u u m chne 
A b s t r i c h , samt E i n s c h l u s s der Seele , a h n l i c h wie w i r 
Mensch sagen und beide B e s t a n d t e i l e v e r s t e h e n " ( 4 9 ) . 
P r e s t i g e adds t o h i s arguments by a s s e r t i n g t h a t 21^15.12-14: 
"the Leges o f God took t o h i m s e l f a body and l i v e d as a man 
among men, and t c c k the senses c f a l l men...." r e v e a l s 
t h a t "took a body" i s to be i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms c f 
"became man" ( 5 0 ) . G a l t i e r , meanwhile, r e f e r s t c 1 C^Ar. 
45, where i t i s s t a t e d t h a t C h r i s t was e x a l t e d i n h i s 
humanity, and t h a t i n t h a t humanity, a l l men were e x a l t e d . 
From t h i s passage G a l t i e r concludes t h a t the "man" o f the 
Logos was "un homme semblable a tous l e s a u t r e s " , and t h a t 
the assumed body was seen as " c o n s t i t u e cemme eux de 
meme n a t u r e que l e n o t r e " ( 5 1 ) . This c o n c l u s i o n G a l t i e r 
c o r r o b o r a t e s t h r o u g h r e f e r e n c e t o the CG-DI, where the 
thought i s propounded t h a t man i s b o t h s o u l and body ( 5 2 ) . 
" I I s ' a g i t uniquement de s a v o i r s ' i l a jamais concu que 
quelqu'un p u t e t r e v r a i m e n t hemme sans a v o i r a l a f o i s 
un corpes e t une ame" ( 5 3 ) . For the s o u l o f man i s the 
im m o r t a l l i f e c f the body, t h r o u g h the d e p a r t u r e o f which 
the body d i e s . For G a l t i e r t h e r e f o r e the humanity which 
the Logos assumed i n becoming man was "de nos corps e t 
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semblable a eux" ( 5 4 ) . T i x e r o n t r e c o g n i s e s t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s ' d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s humanity as " d w e l l i n g " , 
"temple", "organ", " c o v e r i n g " , " a p p a r e l " and "mantle" 
suggests a d o c e t i c C h r i s t o l o g y . Yet, f o r a l l t h a t , he does 
m a i n t a i n t h a t "the humanity assumed by the Word i s complete 
i n i t s p h y s i c a l elements" ( 5 5 ) . For a l t h o u g h A t h a n a s i u s 
d i d n o t m a i n t a i n i n an e x p l i c i t manner t h a t C h r i s t had a 
human s o u l p r i o r to 362, T i x e r o n t b e l i e v e s t h a t f o r 
A t h a n a s i u s a f u l l humanity i n C h r i s t was needed i f man 
was t o be w h o l l y saved. Moreover, T i x e r c n t i n t e r p r e t e d 
the p s y c h o l o g i c a l passions which A t h a n a s i u s a t t r i b u t e d t o 
C h r i s t ' s humanity as n e c e s s a r i l y d i c t a t i n g the e x i s t e n c e 
o f a r a t i o n a l s o u l i n C h r i s t , the s u b j e c t o f a l l these 
v a r i o u s a f f e c t i o n s ( 5 6 ) . Dcrner a l s o e x p l a i n s the 
r e f e r e n c e t o C h r i s t ' s humanity as " d w e l l i n g " , "temple", 
"body" and " f l e s h " i n terms o f s o t e r i o l o g y , but a d i f -
f e r e n t s o t e r i o l o g y . Dorner f e l t t h a t f o r A t h a n a s i u s the 
enemy t o be vanquished was p r i n c i p a l l y d e a t h , which was 
n a t u r a l t o the body. C e r t a i n l y the impotence o f the s o u l 
t o know i t s e l f i m m o r t a l was r e p r e s e n t e d as one o f the 
grounds o f i n c a r n a t i o n ; but a c c o r d i n g to Dorner, i n the 
form t h a t A t h a n a s i u s p u t s f o r w a r d h i s t h o u g h t , i t was n o t 
n ecessary f o r the C h r i s t to a p p r o p r i a t e or f e e l sub-
s t i t u t i o n a l ^ t h i s impotence h i m s e l f f o r i t s removal f r o m 
a l l men. The t h i n k i n g merely r e q u i r e d t h a t C h r i s t s h o u l d 
admit i n t o h i m s e l f the o b j e c t i v e p r i n c i p l e o f d e a t h , and 
t h a t he s h o u l d take upon h i m s e l f the debt o f men. Such a 
t h e o r y o f s a l v a t i o n t h e r e f o r e s u p p l i e d no p l a c e f c r a 
more c a r e f u l c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f the q u e s t i o n o f a human s o u l 
of C h r i s t , and t h e r e f o r e accounted f o r the p a r t i c u l a r 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l terms used by A t h a n a s i u s i n h i s C h r i s t o l o g y (57) 
Meanwhile Hoss i n t e r p r e t e d A t h a n a s i u s ' use o f "the 
Logos assumed a body" d i f f e r e n t l y . Fcr he b e l i e v e d t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s worked from a h e l l e n i s t i c p e r s p e c t i v e , whereby 
men were composed of the body and the s o u l . The former 
was t e r r e s t r i a l , s e n s i b l e and p r o p e r to humanity, w h i l e the 
l a t t e r was a d i v i n e element which o r i g i n a t e d from heaven, 
and c o n s t i t u t e d man's p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the d i v i n e . I n a l l 
o f A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g y , a c c o r d i n g to Hoss, the I n c a r n a t i o n 
i s p r e s e n t e d as a union of the d i v i n e Logos to a human 
body, the Logos n e t b e i n g u n i t e d to an i n d i v i d u a l man, b u t 
b e i n g c l o t h e d i n a unique manner w i t h a human f l e s h i n the 
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organism o f a body. I n t h i s p r e s e n t a t i o n o f the 
I n c a r n a t i o n the presence o f a human s o u l i s net mentioned. 
Hoss concludes t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e element which i n 
everyman i s the s o u l i s i n C h r i s t the Logos h i m s e l f ( 5 8 ) . 
R i c h a r d i n t e r p r e t s A t h a n a s i u s ' i n c a r n a t i o n a l t e r m i n -
o l o g y d i f f e r e n t l y from Hoss, b u t y e t to the same end. Of 
the t e r m i n o l o g y i t s e l f he notes t h a t A thanasius never says 
t h a t the Logos assumed a n y t h i n g o t h e r than F l e s h or a body, 
the presence o f a human s o u l never b e i n g a s s e r t e d . He 
als o notes t h a t the d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the Logos' i n d w e l l i n g 
a body, o r b e i n g c l o t h e d i n f l e s h a l l p o i n t t o a f o r m a l 
A p o l l i n a r i a n i s m a t the v e r y l e a s t . W i t h r e g a r d t o the 
"man" which the Logos became, R i c h a r d i n t e r p r e t s t h i s as 
a man w i t h o u t a s o u l . For R i c h a r d b e l i e v e s t h a t A t h a n a s i u s , 
who was n o t i g n o r a n t t h a t the A r i a n s a s s e r t e d the p r e -
e x i s t e n c e o f the Logos, and t h a t they r e c o g n i s e d i n him a 
d i g n i t y s u p e r i o r t o t h a t o f the a n g e l s , a d m i t t e d w i t h o u t 
d i f f i c u l t y t h a t t h e i r Logos had i n the i n c a r n a t i o n t r u l y 
become man, and had e v e n t u a l l y taken the for m o f an 
o r d i n a r y man, i n a l l senses. "Autrement d i t , de p o i n t 
du vue a n t h r o p o l o g i q u e , i l n ' a u r a i t aucune c r i t i q u e a 
l e u r f a i r e " ( 5 9 ) . This R i c h a r d f i n d s e x p l i c a b l e i n t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s , l i k e many o t h e r F a t h e r s , was P l a t o n i c . For 
such the s p i r i t u a l s o u l o f man was, t o a l e s s e r or g r e a t e r 
degree, "une s o r t e d'ange egare dans l a c h a i r " ( 6 0 ) . I t 
was i n the l i g h t o f t h i s t h a t Athanasius was ab l e to accept 
t h a t " l e C h r i s t des A r i e n s e t a i t v r a i m e n t un homme e t meme 
un homme o r d i n a i r e p u i s q u ' i l a v a i t apparent perdu t c u t e s 
ses p e r o g a t i v e s c e l e s t e s . C ' e t a i t un e s p r i t i n c a r n e e t 
c e l a s u f f i s a i t " ( 6 1 ) . 
R i c h a r d does n e t agree w i t h people l i k e G a l t i e r , who 
a s s e r t s t h a t the e q u a t i o n o f "he became f l e s h " w i t h "he 
became man" i n 3 C^Ar. 30 i m p l i e s t h a t to say t h a t the 
Logos became f l e s h i s n o t merely to say t h a t he became 
" t o u t c h a i r " b u t t h a t he was c l o t h e d w i t h f l e s h and became 
man ( 6 2 ) . He does n e t t h i n k t h a t the Greek o f 3 C^Ar. 30 
i s a b s o l u t e : i t i s n e t meant t h a t everywhere and always 
S c r i p t u r e c a l l s man " f l e s h " . Rather R i c h a r d h o l d s t h a t 
the Greek i s used here t o j u s t i f y the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 
John 1.14 as "he became man" and then o n l y i n the c o n t e x t 
o f the argument t h a t the d i v i n e Legos became man, and d i d 
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n o t e n t e r upon man, as he had upon the p r o p h e t s o f the Old 
Testament. 3 C^Ar^ 30 t h e r e f o r e equates "he became man" 
and "he became f l e s h " and n e t "man" and " f l e s h " . Thus R i c h a r d 
b e l i e v e s t h a t i t s t i l l remains f o r the Athanasian s c h o l a r 
t o d i s c o v e r the sense which Athanasius g i v e s t o "he became 
man"; and t h i s sense R i c h a r d d e r i v e s from A t h a n a s i u s 1 
u n p r o t e s t i n g a d m i t t a n c e o f the A r i a n C h r i s t , f o r whom 
t h e r e was no human s o u l , as "bien un hemme e t meme un 
hemme t o u t p a r e i l aux a u t r e s " ( 6 3 ) . 
C.E. Raven (64) was another who b e l i e v e d t h a t Athanasius 
was A p o l l i n a r i a n i n h i s C h r i s t c l o g y , t h i n k i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
used "man", "humanity" and i t s cognates i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y w i t h , 
and i n the same sense as, "body" and " f l e s h " . 
Over a g a i n s t Hoss, R i c h a r d and Raven, J.N.D. K e l l y 
and A. G r i l l m e i e r t h i n k t h a t the l i n g u i s t i c evidence i s 
n o t c l e a r . K e l l y r e c o g n i s e d t h a t A t h a n a s i u s r e g u l a r l y 
d e s c r i b e d C h r i s t ' s human n a t u r e as " f l e s h " and "body"; he 
a d m i t t e d t h a t such language was t r a d i t i o n a l , r e f l e c t i n g 
New Testament usage, a m a t t e r to which A t h a n a s i u s h i m s e l f 
drew a t t e n t i o n ( 6 5 ) . Y e t , f o r a l l t h a t , K e l l y saw the 
l i n g u i s t i c evidence as " i n c o n c l u s i v e " ( 6 6 ) . G r i l l m e i e r 
h i m s e l f f e l t t h a t the a r g u i n g from terms, by which those 
f a v o u r i n g the t h e s i s t h a t C h r i s t had a human s o u l used 
"man", w h i l e the o p p o s i t i o n used " f l e s h " and "body", was 
too vague. For n o t o n l y were A t h a n a s i u s 1 a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
terms n o t used w i t h the p r e c i s i o n o f A r i s t o t l e o r the 
Schoolmen, b u t a l s o these terms were t r a d i t i o n a l . 
For Eusebius o f Caesarea and A p e l l i n a r i u s , b o t h o f whom 
denied the human s o u l o f C h r i s t , used the term "man" and 
C y r i l o f A l e x a n d r i a , who a d m i t t e d the human s o u l , used the 
clause "he became f l e s h " . For G r i l l m e i e r t h e r e f o r e i t was 
" c l e a r t h a t an a n a l y s i s o f words cannot be c o n c l u s i v e . . . . 
We must begin above a l l w i t h t h e o l o g i c a l n o t i o n s " . ( 6 7 ) . 
^• The Logos as the hegemon i n C h r i s t . 
E. Weigl b e l i e v e d t h a t i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 t h e o l o g y the 
d i v i n e Logos was "das dominierende Element der Verbindung" 
(68) and "das hegemonische P r i n z i p i n der g o t t m e n s c h l i c h e n 
E i n h e i t " ( 6 9 ) , and was t h e r e f o r e t o be d e s c r i b e d as "der 
Beherrscher und Trager des l e i b l i s c h e n T e i l s " ( 7 0 ) . Y e t , 
f o r a l l t h a t , Weigl d i d n o t t h i n k e i t h e r t h a t the A l e x a n d r i a n 
saw the assumed f l e s h as " u n p e r s o n l i c h " , o r t h a t he thought 
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t h a t t h r o u g h i t s a b s o r p t i o n i n t o . t h e d i v i n e person o f the 
Logos C h r i s t ' s humanity o b t a i n e d " i h r e p e r s o n l i c h 
menschliche K o n s t i t u t i o n " ( 7 1 ) . For he f e l t t h a t f o r 
t e r m i n o l o g i c a l , s o t e r i o l o g i c a l . and p s y c h o l o g i c a l reasons 
i t must be a d m i t t e d t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity was, to 
At h a n a s i u s ' t h i n k i n g , " p e r s o n l i c h " . 
T i e d i n w i t h the m a t t e r o f the Logos b e i n g "das 
hegemonische P r i n z i p i n der g o t t m e n s c h l i c h e n E i n h e i t " i s 
t h a t o f C h r i s t ' s human w i l l . W i t h r e g a r d to t h i s m a t t e r , 
Weigl was o f the o p i n i o n t h a t i t would be to seek f o r an 
A r i a n or Anticchene C h r i s t were one to seek f o r a separate 
human w i l l , over a g a i n s t the d i v i n e , i n C h r i s t . Indeed, 
he f e l t t h a t the q u e s t i o n o f the human w i l l o f C h r i s t was 
a s l i g h t l y f a l s e one. For p r i o r t o the F a l l Adam's n a t u r e 
was f r e e from s i n f u l s t r u g g l e s : h i s " W i l l e was ncch 
e i n h e i t l i c h ( mono tropes),, n i c h t zum Bosen i n k l i n i e r e n d " ( 72) ; 
and i t was t h i s f r e e , y e t njcnotro£os w i l l t h a t C h r i s t was 
r e c r e a t i n g i n h i m s e l f f o r a l l men. I t i s i n the l i g h t o f 
t h i s t h a t Weigl saw n o t o n l y the m i r a c l e o f becoming, 
whereby the Logos became the one "hegemonische P r i n z i p " 
i n C h r i s t , b u t a l s o the oneness and c o n t i n u i t y o f the Logos, 
b o t h b e f o r e and a f t e r h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . 
T i x e r o n t and Dcrner take much the same l i n e as Weigl 
w i t h r e s p e c t t o the Logos' r e l a t i o n t o h i s humanity: the 
fo r m e r acknowledged t h a t " i n Jesus the hegemonic p r i n c i p l e , 
the p r i n c i p l e o f the s i n g l e p e r s o n a l i t y , i s i n the Word" ( 7 3 ) , 
w h i l e the l a t t e r a s s e r t e d t h a t " i n f a c t , he ( s c . A t h a n a s i u s ) 
l o o k e d upon the Logos as the m o t i v e , hegemonic, p e r s o n a l 
p r i n c i p l e i n the God-man"(74). Yet b o t h , f o r much the same 
reasons as W e i g l , r e c o g n i s e the presence o f a human s o u l 
i n A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t . Dorner's view o f t h a t human s o u l 
i s , however, such t h a t he denies t h a t t h e r e were t h e r e f o r e 
two persons i n t h e C h r i s t ; f o r w h i l e t h e s o u l was a power 
when c o n s i d e r e d i n r e l a t i o n t o what was below i t , i n r e l a t i o n 
to what was above, i t was v o i d f o r m , or s u s c e p t i b i l i t y , 
w h i c h a c q u i r e d i t s d e t e r m i n a t e a c t u a l i t y t h r o u g h the 
i n c a r n a t i o n a l o n e . Consequently, f o r Dorner, however many 
h i n t s o f a human s o u l i n C h r i s t may be found i n the 
Athanasian corpus, one t h i n g I s l a c k i n g , namely freedom o f 
c h o i c e . "Athanasius demands n e i t h e r freedom o f c h o i c e , nor 
a d u a l i t y o f w i l l s f o r t h e God-man"(75), even though he l a y s 
g r e a t s t r e s s upon i t f o r man. Th i s absence Dorner t r i e s t o 
e x p l a i n : a d u a l i t y o f w i l l s would n o t f i t the henosis 
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ghusike o f the d i v i n e and human, i n C h r i s t ; by a t t r i b u t i n g 
c h o i c e , and thus m u t a b i l i t y , t o C h r i s t , Athanasius would 
be ap p r o a c h i n g the A r i a n p o s i t i o n whereby t h e s t a b i l i t y 
o f C h r i s t ' s s a l v i f i c i n c a r n a t i o n was t h r e a t e n e d ; f i n a l l y , 
Dorner compares At h a n a s i u s w i t h H i l a r y i n t h i s m a t t e r , 
s u g g e s t i n g t h a t p o s s i b l y the problem i n Athanasius s h o u l d 
be seen a l o n g the more developed l i n e s o f H i l a r y ' s t h o u g h t . 
Fcr the l a t t e r , C h r i s t had a f r e e w i l l o n l y as i n o p p o s i t i o n 
to c o n s t r a i n t ; he had freedom o f w i l l even as the Father 
has i t . Thus the v o l i t i o n a l u n i t y o f the God-man w i t h the 
F a t h e r i s immediate, b e i n g grounded i n the v e r y n a t u r e , 
whereas o t h e r men have the c a p a c i t y o f choosing between 
good and e v i l ( 7 6 ) . 
As a g a i n s t W e i g l , Dorner and T i x e r o n t , S t i i l c k e n 
c o n s i d e r s t h a t the f a c t t h a t a l l the human exp e r i e n c e s 
and a c t i o n s o f C h r i s t became a c t s o f s a l v a t i o n f o r man 
because the Logos o f God was t h e i r s u b j e c t i s to be i n t e r -
p r e t e d as meaning t h a t i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 s c t e r i o l o g y a human 
s o u l i n C h r i s t was a n e g l i g i b l e element ( 7 7 ) . 
I n a f u l l e r account o f the m a t t e r , G r i l l m e i e r f o l l o w s 
S t u l c k e n ' s l e a d . A c c o r d i n g to G r i l l m e i e r , A thanasius saw 
the d i v i n e Logos as the c r e a t i v e and l i f e - g i v i n g p r i n c i p l e 
towards the w o r l d . The human r a t i o n a l s o u l , on the 
o t h e r hand, was the most p e r f e c t copy o f the Logos w i t h i n 
the e a r t h l y , c o r p o r e a l c r e a t i o n . I t f u l f i l l e d towards the 
body the f u n c t i o n t h a t the Logos had i n the cosmos. I n 
s h o r t , i t was a logos i n microcosm. When, however, the 
Logos became man, "Athanasius' view m i g h t be put i n these 
words: where the o r i g i n a l i t s e l f appears w i t h a l l i t s 
power, the copy, w i t h i t s secondary and d e r i v e d power, 
must a t l e a s t s u r r e n d e r i t s f u n c t i o n , even i f . i t does n o t 
g i v e p l a c e a l t o g e t h e r " ( 7 8 ) . For the f l e s h l y n a t u r e o f 
the C h r i s t i s o n l y a p a r t o f the g r e a t cosmos-soma; and 
i f the Logos can g i v e l i f e t o the whole world-soma,he can 
so much more t o the assumed body. 
When t h e r e f o r e the Legos became man, he i n d w e l t the 
assumed humanity p e r f e c t l y , i n t r i n s i c a l l y and s u b s t a n t i a l l y , 
as indeed he had t o do i n o r d e r t o e f f e c t the redemption o f 
the body whi c h he had i n h e r i t e d . He became the p r i n c i p l e 
which gave l i f e and movement t o the body o f C h r i s t , a c t i n g 
as i t s hjsgjsmonjLkon ( 7 9 ) . I t i s , however, i n t h i s v e r y 
speaking o f the l i f e - g i v i n g f u n c t i o n s o f the Logos t o h i s 
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f l e s h t h a t A t h a n a s i u s seems t o f o r g e t the human s o u l o f 
C h r i s t . "Indeed, he seems to leave no p l a c e f o r i t " ( 8 0 ) . 
For the Logos i s n e t merely the p e r s o n a l s u b j e c t o f 
C h r i s t ' s b o d i l y l i f e ; he i s a l s o the r e a l , p h y s i c a l source 
o f a l l the a c t i o n s o f t h a t l i f e . 
I t f o l l o w s , moreover, from the f a c t t h a t the Logos has 
become the s o l e m o t i v a t i n g power or p r i n c i p l e i n C h r i s t 
t h a t the d e c i s i v e s p i r i t u a l and moral a c t s o f C h r i s t must 
be assigned t o t h e Logos i n a way which appears t o i m p l y 
more than a mere a p p r o p r i a t i o n a f t e r t h e manner o f 
communicatio idiomatum. For example, i n the redemption 
and i n the passion and d e a t h o f C h r i s t , A thanasius seems 
to make the Logos n o t merely the p e r s o n a l agent i n the a c t , 
the p r i n c i p i u m quod, b u t a l s o the p h y s i c a l p r i n c i p l e o f 
achievement, the p r i n c i p i u m quo. A t h a n a s i u s t h e r e f o r e 
makes the Logos the f i r s t and s o l e s u b j e c t o f a l l C h r i s t ' s 
l i f e . "The whole o f the Athanasian p i c t u r e o f C h r i s t i s 
stamped w i t h t h i s immediacy o f the Logos which everywhere 
throws i n t o r e l i e f t he p h y s i c a l a c t i v i t y o f the Logos, even 
though i t i s a t the same time mediated t h r o u g h the b o d i l y 
r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s humanity ( 8 1 ) . 
This c o n c e p t i o n o f the Logos as the p r i n c i p l e o f a l l l i f e 
i n C h r i s t G r i l l m e i e r sees c o n f i r m e d i n A t h a n a s i u s ' use of 
the "organ" concept. For, t o G r i l l m e i e r ' s mind, the "organ" 
concept appears t o be r a t h e r d a n g e r o u s l y exaggerated, the 
C h r i s t b e i n g b u t the Logos who d i r e c t s , and the body which 
i s i t s i n s t r u m e n t , or "organ". 
e • The a t t r i b u t i o n o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s . 
One o f Weigl's arguments f o r the presence o f a human 
s o u l i n A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t o l o g y r e s t s upon those passages 
which a t t r i b u t e ignorance and f e a r to C h r i s t . A c c o r d i n g 
t o W e i g l , n e i t h e r the i m p a s s i b l e Logos, nor the assumed 
body are to be judged s u i t a b l e s u b j e c t s o f these p a s s i o n s . 
Thus one must assume t h a t t h e r e i s a human s o u l i n the 
C h r i s t t o be t h e i r s u b j e c t . V o i s i n , T i x e r o n t , U r b i n a and 
G a l t i e r (82) a l l f o l l o w t h i s l i n e , i n s i s t i n g t h a t the 
r e f e r r i n g o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l terms t o the f l e s h o f C h r i s t 
p o i n t s t o t h a t f l e s h b e i n g more than mere f l e s h . 
W i t h t h e i r t h e s i s R i c h a r d d i s a g r e e s v i o l e n t l y . For 
i t i s h i s b e l i e f t h a t the A r i a n s a s s e r t e d t h a t the Logos 
was n o t the Power o f God, a p o s i t i o n which t h e y deduced 
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by p o i n t i n g t o C h r i s t ' s f e a r a t the time o f h i s p a s s i o n . 
This a s s e r t i o n A thanasius r e j e c t e d , r e f e r r i n g t h i s f e a r 
n o t to the d i v i n e Logos.but to h i s humanity. Yet a l t h o u g h 
" l e c a r a c t e r e p s y c h o l o g i q u e de 1'argumentation e s t c e t t e 
f o i s t o u t a f a i t p a t e n t , e t 1'on ne v o i t pas b i e n a 
premiere vue comment un t h e o l o g i e n p a r t i s a n du c o n s u b s t a n t i e l 
p o u r r a i t f a i r e f a c e a ce probleme sans evoquer 1'ame humaine 
du C h r i s t " ( 8 3 ) , t h e r e i s no mention o f a s o u l ; the 
passions are r e f e r r e d by A t h a n a s i u s t o C h r i s t ' s humanity, 
a humanity w h i c h f o r o t h e r reasons R i c h a r d sees as d e v o i d 
o f a human s o u l ( 8 4 ) . 
Indeed i t seems t o R i c h a r d t h a t p a r t l y to p r o t e c t the 
Logos from these p a s s i o n s , and p a r t l y because t h e r e was no 
human s o u l i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 C h r i s t t o which they ought t o be 
r e f e r r e d , b o t h h i s ignorance and the f e a r which he 
e x p e r i e n c e d a t h i s p a s s i o n are n o t g i v e n t h e i r t r u e w e i g h t . 
For, t o Richard's mind, the ignorance i s n o t an i g n o r a n t i a 
d e _ f a c t o , b u t an " i g n o r a n t i a de i u r e " ; s i n c e , i n h i s 
d i v i n i t y the Logos I s o m n i s c i e n t , the S a v i o u r , the Logos 
i n c a r n a t e knew, b u t showed h i m s e l f i g n o r a n t f o r man's 
b e n e f i t ( 8 5 ) . Meanwhile, the f e a r which A t h a n a s i u s 
a t t r i b u t e s t o the C h r i s t i n h i s p a s s i o n was t e nomizomene 
d e i l i a ( 8 6 ) , a f e a r which R i c h a r d f e e l s p o i n t s to the f a c t 
t h a t the A l e x a n d r i a n was n o t c e r t a i n whether t o a t t r i b u t e 
a t r u e s e n s a t i o n o f f e a r to the s u f f e r i n g C h r i s t . 
I t ought to be n o t e d a t t h i s stage t h a t G a l t i e r does 
n o t a l l o w the f o r c e o f Richard's argument t h a t A t h a n a s i u s ' 
f a i l u r e to a p p l y C h r i s t ' s p s y c h o l o g i c a l passions t o a 
human s o u l meant t h a t he d e n i e d t h e s o u l ' s e x i s t e n c e . 
For, had the g e n e r a l s u b j e c t o f d i s c u s s i o n f o r A t h a n a s i u s 
been t h a t o f the " p s y c h o l o g i e humaine du C h r i s t " G a l t i e r 
would have agreed w i t h R i c h a r d . The q u e s t i o n , however, 
was s t i l l t h a t o f t h e d i v i n i t y o f the Logos. Hence 
A t h a n a s i u s ' t a s k , a c c o r d i n g to G a l t i e r , was t o r e f e r these 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l passions t o t h e assumed f l e s h , the Logos" 
human a s p e c t , and so p r o t e c t the d i v i n i t y o f the Logos. 
Oth e r s , however, f o l l o w Richard's l e a d . F.M. Young, 
i n her a r t i c l e "A r e c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f A l e x a n d r i a n C h r i s t c l o g y " 
( 8 7 ) , n o t e d t h a t A thanasius t r e a t e d C h r i s t ' s t e a r s , f e a r s 
and ignorance as means o f d i s p l a y i n g t h a t the Logos had 
r e a l l y assumed the weaknesses o f the f l e s h f o r man's s a l -
v a t i o n . Yet A t h a n a s i u s "was d r i v e n t o c l a i m i n g a p r e t e n c e 
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o f f e a r , t o a d m i t t i n g t h a t the Logos i s open to the charge 
o f h a v i n g l i e d when Jesus c l a i m e d to be i g n o r a n t , even t o 
s a y i n g t a hemon emimnesato ( 8 8 ) " ( 8 9 ) . Thus, f o r Young, 
"the humanity o f C h r i s t a c c o r d i n g t o Athanasius seems t o 
l a c k c o n v i c t i o n " ( 9 0 ) . For A t h a n a s i u s d i d n o t even make 
p o s i t i v e use o f a f a l l i b l e human s o u l to account f o r 
C h r i s t ' s p s y c h o l o g i c a l c o n f l i c t s . H.E.W. Turner a l s o 
f i n d s w i t h i n A t h a n a s i u s ' w r i t i n g a tendency t o reduce the 
compass o f C h r i s t ' s p s y c h o l o g i c a l passions to passions o f 
the f l e s h , i n o r d e r to accommodate them to t h e i r d i v i n e 
s u b j e c t ; he sees i n the Athanasian exegesis a k i n d o f 
f l i n c h i n g f rom the more p o i g n a n t l y human e x p e r i e n c e s i n 
the Gospels which appears t o b o r d e r upon "psychological 
d o c e t i s m " ( 9 1 ) . 
Roldanus f o l l o w e d t h e l i n e o f R i c h a r d and those who 
t h i n k l i k e him. He develops i t , however, i n h i s t r e a t m e n t 
o f 3. C^Ar^ 57, where A t h a n a s i u s t r e a t s C h r i s t ' s p r a y e r , 
"Let t h i s cup pass from me". From the t r e a t m e n t o f t h i s 
t e x t Roldanus concludes t h a t t h e r e was not i n the Athanasian 
C h r i s t a human s u b j e c t which had t o a l i g n i t s w i l l w i t h 
t h a t o f God. Thus " l e Saveur n'a pas connu de combat 
i n t e r i e u r " ( 9 2 ) . Indeed, i n r e l a t i o n to t h i s t e x t 
Roldanus n o t e s t h a t "ce n ' e s t pas un s u j e t humain q u i p a r l e 
i c i mais l a se u l e Personne du Verbe q u i , par l a , mcntre 
combien r e e l l e m e n t i l s ' est a p p r o p r i e l a c h a i r opprimee 
par l a peur e t combien r e e l l e m e n t , par consequent, l e s 
hommes sont d e l i v r e s de c e t t e peur" ( 9 3 ) . 
W i t h t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 3 C^Ar.57 S e l l e r s had 
d i s a g r e e d f o r some t i m e . For, t r e a t i n g the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
o f C h r i s t ' s c r y i n g , "now i s my s o u l t r o u b l e d . . . " and 
"remove t h i s cup from me...", S e l l e r s n o t e d t h a t over a g a i n s t 
the A r i a n s , A t h a n a s i u s has s a i d t h a t these a f f e c t i o n s were 
no t p r o p e r to the n a t u r e o f the Logos, b u t to the p a s s i b l e 
f l e s h ( 9 4 ) ; these a f f e c t i o n s were p r o p e r t o the f l e s h ( 9 5 ) ; 
i n Gethsemane the f l e s h was i n t e r r o r ( 9 6 ) . I t seemed 
t h e r e f o r e to S e l l e r s t h a t the f l e s h as f l e s h was a t these 
times able t o a s s e r t i t s e l f , the f l e s h possessing the 
power o f s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n . To him i t seemed t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t the i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r o f the Lord's manhood was 
i m p l i c i t i n A t h a n a s i u s ' t e a c h i n g . I t i s t r u e t h a t t h i s 
i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r i s robbed o f i t s r e a l i t y by the Logos 
i n t e r v e n i n g i n the human l i f e o f C h r i s t , " l i g h t e n i n g " the 
s u f f e r i n g s o f the f l e s h ( 9 7 ) , and d e s t r o y i n g i t s t e r r o r ( 9 8 ) . 
18. 
" I t i s a p p a r e n t " , S e l l e r s remarks, " t h a t he does n o t make 
use o f t h i s i m p l i e d ' s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n ' d o c t r i n e . For 
one sees i n At h a n a s i u s the idea that the Logos so i n t e r v e n e s 
i n the human l i f e o f Jesus C h r i s t t h a t i t i s robbed o f the 
i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r which must b e l o n g to i t i f i t i s t o 
be t r u l y human But t h i s does n o t mean t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
i s an A p o l l i n a r i a n : s u r e l y i t means no more than t h a t a 
p r i n c i p l e , i m p l i c i t i n h i s t e a c h i n g , i s n o t b r o u g h t c u t " ( 9 9 ) . 
^ • Chr i s t.' G ad vance i n wisdom.. 
Dorner m a i n t a i n s t h a t A t h a n a s i u s c o u l d n o t have r e f e r r e d 
C h r i s t ' s p r o g r e s s i n wisdom to h i s assumed body ( 1 0 0 ) , any 
more than he c o u l d t o t h a t o f man. Yet i t was e q u a l l y im-
p o s s i b l e t h a t he s h o u l d have r e f e r r e d i t t o the d i v i n e 
Logos ( 1 0 1 ) . Dorner f e e l s t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e r e i s no 
a l t e r n a t i v e b u t t o say t h a t A t h a n a s i u s presupposed the 
e x i s t e n c e o f a human s o u l i n the human n a t u r e o f the C h r i s t , 
even though he d i d n o t g i v e s p e c i a l prominence t o i t as a 
c o n s t i t u e n t element o f the complete human n a t u r e . 
S e l l e r s takes much the same l i n e as Dorner. He b e l i e v e s 
t h a t C h r i s t ' s growth i n s t a t u r e and i n wisdom i m p l i e s t h a t 
C h r i s t ' s i s a manhood which i s i n d i v i d u a l i n i t s q u a l i t i e s ; 
y e t he a l s o b e l i e v e s t h a t t h e i m p l i c a t i o n i s n o t developed. 
For w h i l e C h r i s t ' s p h y s i c a l g rowth i s r e a l , h i s i n t e l l e c t u a l 
and s p i r i t u a l growth i s no more than the g r a d u a l u n v e i l i n g 
o f the godhead i n i t s i n c a r n a t e s t a t e ( 1 0 2 ) . That i t i s but 
t h i s g r a d u a l u n v e i l i n g o f t h e d i v i n e mind, as r e c o g n i s e d by 
S e l l e r s , does n o t , however, t r o u b l e P r e s t i g e . For, f o r 
him, the m o r a l and i n t e l l e c t u a l g r owth o f C h r i s t , l o o k e d 
a t f rom the aspect o f h i s d i v i n i t y , i s indeed t he v o l u n t a r y 
u n v e i l i n g o f the d i v i n e mind ( 1 0 3 ) . 
W i t h the above R i c h a r d d i s a g r e e d ( 1 0 4 ) . A c c o r d i n g to 
him, the A r i a n s saw C h r i s t ' s g rowth i n wisdom as more 
s u p p o r t f o r the view t h a t the Logos was l i m i t e d , and n o t 
t r u l y o m n i s c i e n t God. To p r o t e c t the d i v i n e Logos from 
these h e r e t i c a l v i e w s , A t h a n a s i u s a t t r i b u t e d t h i s d e velop-
ment t o the Logos' assumed body,which R i c h a r d u n d e r s t o o d 
l i t e r a l l y . For i n the same c o n t e x t A t h a n a s i u s c o n t i n u e d 
to speak o f the s t a t u r e o f the same body. F u r t h e r , 
u n d e r l y i n g t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f .Athanasius' s t a t e m e n t 
i s R i chard's t h o u g h t t h a t p r o p e r l y t h i s growth i n wisdom 
ought t o have been r e f e r r e d t o a human s o u l , i f C h r i s t had 
had one. Indeed, i n t h i s c o n n e c t i o n , R i c h a r d a l s o drew 
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a t t e n t i o n to the t r a n s f o r m a t i o n o f proekopte s o p h i a t o 
proek o p t e en soDhi,a to 2£oeko£ten en t e Sop_hia, which 
he sees as a p o s s i b l e a t t e m p t t o e l i m i n a t e the need f o r 
a p s y c h o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f Luke 2.52., and t h e r e f o r e 
f o r a human s o u l t o be the s u b j e c t o f t h i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l 
developmen t . 
g . Christ_|_s_receip_t_of _ g i f t s _ f rom_God . 
R i c h a r d seems t o be alone i n t r e a t i n g t h i s m a t t e r i n 
r e s p e c t o f the q u e s t i o n c f whether o r n o t A t h a n a s i u s 1 
C h r i s t c l o g y i s d o c e t i c . A c c o r d i n g to the A r i a n s , C h r i s t ' s 
r e c e i v i n g g i f t s from God meant t h a t the Logos was w a n t i n g 
and t h e r e f o r e i m p e r f e c t . T h i s A t h a n a s i u s n a t u r a l l y 
r e j e c t e d : the D i v i n e Logos was the bestower o f g i f t s , w h i l e 
h i s body was the r e c i p i e n t , i t r e q u i r i n g them f o r i t s 
s a l v a t i o n . This response by Atha n a s i u s t o the A r i a n s 
R i c h a r d d i d n o t , however, f i n d s a t i s f a c t o r y , e s p e c i a l l y 
as he understands the r e c i p i e n t o f these g i f t s i n terms o f 
a L°B°s-sarx schema. For "sans doute l a c h a i r ou l e c o r p s , 
au sens s t r i c t , ne semblent pas c o n s t i t u e r l e r e c e p t a c l e 
i d e a l , meme ccmme i n s t r u m e n t du Verbe, pour l e s dons de 
g l o i r e e t de pu i s s a n c e " ( 1 0 5 ) . 
n • C h r i s t ' s death and descensus ad i n f e r n o s . 
Roldanus, who i s concerned w i t h the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l 
consequences o f the presence, or absence, o f C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l ( 1 0 6 ) , f e l t t h a t the Athanasian p i c t u r e o f 
the death and descent i n t o h e l l o f C h r i s t c o n f i r m e d the 
unimportance o f the s o u l o f C h r i s t f o r s a l v a t i o n . For, 
i n t h i s p i c t u r e t h e r e i s no mention o f h i s human s o u l . 
Death, f o r A t h a n a s i u s , i s u s u a l l y seen as the s e p a r a t i o n 
o f the body and s o u l . Yet i n C h r i s t ' s case, i t c o n s i s t s o f 
the Logos' s e p a r a t i o n from h i s assumed body, t h e i n s t r u m e n t 
whereby he worked h i s s a l v a t i o n . " Q u ' i l se t a i s e 
e n t i e r e m e n t i c i sur l e theme de 1'ame a t o u j o u r s etonne. 
S ' i l a v a i t du en p a r l e r quelque p a r t , c'est j u s t e m e n t 
au moment de l a mort du Sauveur q u ' i l a u r a i t du e t r e 
q u e s t i o n de 1'ame, au moins comme 'grandeur p h y s i q u e ' " ( 1 0 7 ) . 
S i m i l a r l y the s o u l does n o t seem s o t e r i o l o g i c a l l y i m p o r t a n t 
f o r C h r i s t ' s descent i n t o h e l l . For i t i s the Logos, and 
n o t h i s body, who descends to the so u l s i n Hades ( 1 0 8 ) . 
Hence " l a presence du Verbe s e u l e t her s du corps a ete 
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v r a i s e m b l a b l e m e n t s u f f i s a n t e pour d e l i v r e r a u s s i l e s ames 
separees de l e u r s corps e t pour l e s c c n d u i r e a l a 
r e s u r r e c t i o n c o r p o r e l l e . La p r e d i c a t i o n dans l a royaume 
des morts e s t un element de ce triomphe e t e l l e e s t a u s s i 
une oeuvre e x c l u s i v e m e n t d i v i n e " ( 1 0 9 ) . 
Over a g a i n s t the view o f Roldanus, l i e those o f Lebon 
and G a l t i e r . I n the l i g h t o f the t e x t s o f DI.22, 24 and 
ad_EpJ_ct. 6, 5 Lebon t h o u g h t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s u n d e r s t o o d 
C h r i s t ' s death i n terms o f the s e p a r a t i o n o f the Logos 
and h i s assumed body, an u n d e r s t a n d i n g which was i n l i n e 
w i t h t h a t o f Eusebius o f Caesarea ( 1 1 0 ) , Ephiphanius ( i l l ) 
and Ambrose o f M i l a n ( 1 1 2 ) . That u n d e r s t a n d i n g , however, 
Lebon d i d n o t t h i n k i m p l i e d t h a t A t h a n a s i u s had no plac e 
f o r a human s o u l i n the C h r i s t : " i l s e r a i t e x c e s s i f 
e t i l l e g i t i m e d'en t i r e r une preuve queS.Athanase r e f u s e 
1'ame humaine au C h r i s t " ( 1 1 3 ) . For w h i l e i t i s t r u e t h a t 
d e a t h was expressed by the s e p a r a t i o n o f the Logos and the 
body, t h i s s t a t e m e n t , 'the Logos h a v i n g been l o o s e d from 
i t ( s c . h i s body) i n the s i g h t o f a l l . . . 1 , s i m p l y adds a 
s t a t e m e n t o f death to one o f i l l n e s s , ' i f i t had happened 
t h a t h i s body had been i l l ' . Here " l a n a t u r e i n t i m e , l a 
maniere d ' e t r e de c e t t e m ort" i s n o t e x p l a i n e d ( 1 1 4 ) . 
Indeed, even i f one were to accept the v a r i a n t r e a d i n g , 
t e t o u Logou d i a l u s e i , which i n i t i a l l y seems t o assi g n 
" l a r a i s c n de l a mort du c o r p s " ( 1 1 5 ) , i t must be n o t e d 
t h a t n o t h i n g shows t h a t the i n t e n t i o n o f t he phrase's 
i n c l u s i o n was the a d d i t i o n o f t h i s d e t a i l . Rather, i t s 
i n c l u s i o n was o n l y b r i e f l y n o t e d , i t p l a y i n g no r o l e i n the 
development o f the t h o u g h t o f the passage. 
Moreover, Lebon remarks t h a t when the q u e s t i o n o f the 
e x i s t e n c e o f the s o u l i n C h r i s t arose i n 362, A t h a n a s i u s 1 
answer was i n t h e a f f i r m a t i v e , "sans t r a h i r aucunement l a 
conscience d ' a v o i r du, pour ce f a i r e , m o d i f i e r sa pensee 
e t son enseignement a n t e r i e u r s " ( 1 1 6 ) . 
U n l i k e Lebon, who t r e a t s the q u e s t i o n o f the p h y s i c a l 
presence o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l , G a l t i e r t r e a t s the 
q u e s t i o n o f b o t h i t s p h y s i c a l presence and i t s t h e o l o g i c a l 
r o l e . I n the D I , G a l t i e r n o t e s , A t h a n a s i u s mentions t h a t 
the humanity assumed by the Logos te enable him tc d i e 
man's death was t o hemeteron. Indeed, i t was "de nos corps 
e t semblable a eux" ( 1 1 7 ) . For i f C h r i s t was t o d i e man's 
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d e a t h , i t was necessary f o r the C h r i s t to have a human 
n a t u r e s i m i l a r to t h e i r s . G a l t i e r t h e r e f o r e concludes 
t h a t " i l s e r a i t d i f f i c i l e . . . . d e f a i r e entendre p l u s 
c l a i r e m e n t que l e corps du C h r i s t , a son o r i g i n e p r e s , 
^ A A v 
e t a i t de meme n a t u r e que l e n o t r e e t dene, v i v a n t a cause 
de son ame e t mourant quand i l en s e r a i t separe" ( 1 1 8 ) . 
Were t h e r e n o t a human s o u l i n the humanity o f C h r i s t as 
conceived by A t h a n a s i u s , C h r i s t would n o t have been able 
to d i e " l a mort de tous l e s hommes" ( 1 1 9 ) . Indeed, the 
death o f C h r i s t had t o be t h a t o f men, t h a t t o which t h e y 
had been condemned by God on account o f t h e i r s i n ; and 
such a death was t h a t caused by the s e p a r a t i o n o f the 
i m m o r t a l s o u l from the m o r t a l body. Had C h r i s t n o t 
s u f f e r e d such a d e a t h , men would n o t have been saved from 
the d eath t o which they had been s u b j e c t e d . Thus i t was, 
a c c o r d i n g t o G a l t i e r , t h a t the i m m o r t a l Logos assumed a 
body l i k e man's, animated by a human s o u l , and t h e r e b y 
d i e d the death o f a l l men. 
G a l t i e r r e a d i l y agreed t h a t the death o f C h r i s t was 
a l s o the de a t h o f the Logos, v i s u a l i s e d i n the i m m o r t a l 
Logos l a y i n g a s i d e h i s m o r t a l body. This G a l t i e r e x p l a i n s 
by a s s e r t i n g t h a t t h e i m m o r t a l Logos was s a i d to s u f f e r 
d e a t h s i m p l y because the Logos was i n the body which 
s u f f e r e d d e a t h , i t b e i n g h i s body. That the death o c c u r r e d 
t h r o u g h the s e p a r a t i o n o f the Logos from the body i s due 
to the f a c t t h a t the Logos accepted death v o l u n t a r i l y . Had 
i t n o t been so, death would n o t have o c c u r r e d , s i n c e the 
Logos was L i f e i t s e l f , and the m o r t a l body the body o f t h a t 
L i f e ; the death o f the body would n e t t h e r e f o r e have o c c u r r e d 
i f the Logos, the L i f e , had n o t abandoned i t . Hence the 
d i v i n e Logos abandoned h i s body, n o t t o cause i t s d e a t h , 
b u t t o p e r m i t i t and to render i t p o s s i b l e . I n s h o r t , 
" l ' e s s e n t i e l r e s t e , en e f f e t , pour S.Athanase, que l a mort 
du C h r i s t f u t une mort d'homme, une mort semblable a c e l l e 
de tous l e s hommes e t done, comme i l l ' a v a i t e x p l i q u e dans 
\ ^ A 
Contra Gentes, due a l a s e p a r a t i o n de 11ame e t du c o r p s . 
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Or, par l a meme, i l f a i t entendre que, dans l e C h r i s t , i l 
v o i t un corps anime l u i a u s s i comme l e n o t r e " ( 1 2 0 ) . 
For G a l t i e r , the d o c t r i n e o f C h r i s t ' s v i c a r i o u s death 
i n 1-3 C^Ar.is s i m i l a r to t h a t o u t l i n e d i n the CG-DI. For 
the i m m o r t a l Logos d i e d i n h i s m o r t a l body, and i n thus 
d y i n g , d i e d the death t h a t a l l men d i e d . Consequently i t 
was n o t a body d e v o i d o f a s o u l w h i c h d i e d . For o t h e r w i s e , 
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" l a v i c t i m e . . . . a u r a i t ressemble a ces e t r e s sans v i e e t 
sans ame, auxquels i l a v a i t r a i l l e l e s p aiens de l e u r 
r e n d r e l e u r hommages" ( 1 2 1 ) . Moreover, a c c o r d i n g to 1-3 
C.Ar., t h a t human element which was o f f e r e d t o d e a t h , and 
which rose a g a i n , i s d i s t i n c t f rom the D i v i n e Logos; i t i s 
t h a t t h r o u g h which a l l o t h e r men are s a i d t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n . T his again c o n f i r m s , t o G a l t i e r ' s mind 
t h a t the assumed humanity " e s t avec eux d'une meme n a t u r e " ( 1 2 2 ) . 
i . C h r i s t d i d n o t assume soma apsuchon, pud' a n a i s t h e t q n , 
oud_| anoetcn 
A c c o r d i n g t o V o i s i n , i t was w i t h the C o u n c i l o f 
A l e x a n d r i a o f 362 t h a t A t h a n a s i u s made h i s f i r s t e x p l i c i t 
r e f e r e n c e to C h r i s t ' s s o u l , i n a s s e r t i n g t h a t the Saviour 
d i d n o t assume a soma apsuchon, oud' a n a i s t h e t o n , oud' 
anceton. "Ces p a r o l e s " , s a i d V o i s i n , " s i g n i f i e n t au sens 
o b v i e que l e Verbe a p r i s tous l e s elements q u i c o n s t i t u e n t 
l a n a t u r e humaine e t par l a s'est f a i t hcmme" ( 1 2 3 ) . 
Consequently, V o i s i n r e j e c t e d Hoss 1 view t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
merely adopted the e q u i v o c a l formulae o f the A p o l l i n a r i a n s 
i n h i s Tome o f 362 ( 1 2 4 ) . Fcr i n the l i g h t o f A p o l l i n a r i u s * 
l e t t e r o f c.375 to the Bishops o f Egypt (125) and o f 
A t h a n a s i u s ' l e t t e r to E p i c t e t u s ( 1 2 6 ) , t h i s seems n o t to 
have been the case. 
Yet even a f t e r t h i s a s s e r t i o n by A t h a n a s i u s i n 362, 
the A l e x a n d r i a n was n o t openly a n t i - A p o l l i n a r i a n i n 
i n s i s t i n g upon a s o u l i n C h r i s t . For the A p o l l i n a r i a n 
t h e o l o g y o n l y came t o the f o r e i n the l a s t y e a r s o f 
A t h a n a s i u s ' l i f e . Hence V o i s i n concluded t h a t " c ' e s t 
apres sa mort que l e s Peres de l ' e g l i s e a u r c n t a defendre 
c e n t r e 1 ' a p o l l i n a r i s m e l a presence dans l e C h r i s t de 1'ame 
e t de l ' e s p r i t humain" ( 1 2 7 ) . 
W i t h V o i s i n ' s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f Tome 7 as meaning t h a t 
the d i v i n e Logos became f u l l y man, S e l l e r s ( 1 2 8 ) , P r e s t i g e 
(129) and Gesche (130) agree. Yet w h i l e S e l l e r s and P r e s t i g e 
a l s o agree w i t h V o i s i n i n m a i n t a i n i n g t h a t A thanasius made 
some, a l b e i t v e r y l i t t l e , t h e o l o g i c a l use o f C h r i s t ' s human 
s o u l , Gesche denies t h a t usage. 
G r i l l m e i e r , however, r e j e c t e d Tome 7 as a passage 
which i m p l i e d t h a t the human s o u l o f C h r i s t was a t h e o l o g i c a l 
f a c t o r f o r A t h a n a s i u s . For, w o r k i n g i n i t i a l l y from the 
c lause "nor was the s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d i n the Logos h i m s e l f 
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a s a l v a t i o n o f body o n l y , b u t o f the s o u l a l s o " , G r i l l m e i e r 
n o t e s t h a t here the redemption o f the whole man, body and 
s o u l , d e r i v e s n o t from the Logos' t a k i n g o f a s o u l , b u t 
from the Legos h i m s e l f , he b e i n g the cause o f the redeeming 
work. "The communication o f the Logos i s . . . . t h e cause o f 
the redemption o f the whole man. Hence the s o u l o f C h r i s t 
i s n o t a t h e o l o g i c a l f a c t o r " ( 1 3 1 ) . This view, Rcldanus 
n o t o n l y h o l d s (132) b u t a l s o c o r r o b o r a t e s t h r o u g h r e f e r e n c e 
to S.C^Ar. 70, where At h a n a s i u s s t a t e s t h a t man's 
d i v i n i s a t i o n depends upon the f a c t t h a t " l e C h r i s t d e v r a i t 
A 
e t r e v r a i D i e u , mais on note a u s s i q u ' i l n'est pas q u e s t i o n 
d'une v e r i t a b l e humanite q u i l u i s e r a i t p r o p r e , mais seulement 
de sa c h a i r humaine Sa c o n c e p t i o n du s a l u t depend en 
e f f e t t o u t a u t a n t de l a communaute de l a 'sarx' humaine 
du C h r i s t avec l a n b t r e , que de l a communaute de sa n a t u r e 
d i v i n e avec c e l l e du Pere" ( 1 3 3 ) . Much i n the same v e i n 
i s Roldanus 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the i n s t r u m e n t a l i t y o f the 
assumed humanity. " I I a p p a r a i t a nouveau quechez Athanase 
seule l a d i v i n i t e du C h r i s t e s t 1'auteur du s a l u t a l o r s 
que 1'humanite n'en e s t que 1 ' i n s t r u m e n t " ( 1 3 4 ) . 
G r i l l m e i e r then t u r n s t o the n e x t clause i n Tome 7, 
" f o r i t was n o t p o s s i b l e when the Lord had become man f o r 
us, t h a t the body s h o u l d have been w i t h o u t reason". 
G r i l l m e i e r p u t s the emphasis upon "Lord" and n o t upon "had 
become man", and t h e r e f o r e concluded t h a t because the 
d i v i n e Logos had become man, h i s body c o u l d n o t have been 
w i t h o u t reason. For the Logos was the p r i m a r y source o f 
reason ( 1 3 5 ) . For C h r i s t , t h e r e f o r e , t h e Logos was the 
u l t i m a t e p r i n c i p l e o f reason. 
F i n a l l y G r i l l m e i e r comes to the statement t h a t the 
assumed body was n o t apsuchon. This m i g h t be i n t e r p r e t e d 
as " l i f e l e s s " , i t b e i n g b u t a s m a l l s t e p from making the 
Logos the hegemon o f the f l e s h o f C h r i s t to making i t the 
f i n a l source o f a l l forms o f l i f e i n the human n a t u r e o f 
C h r i s t ( 1 3 6 ) . Given, however, t h a t t h e Church always saw 
ap_suchon as meaning " s o u l l e s s " , i t seems c o r r e c t t o see here 
a r e c o g n i t i o n o f the s o u l o f C h r i s t i n the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
e x p r e s s i o n s o f the Tome. The r e a l i t y o f the s o u l i s n o t , 
however, s t r e s s e d here as i t would have been by the l a t e r 
a d v e r s a r i e s o f A p e l l i n a r i u s . 
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G r i l l m e i e r i n t r o d u c e d the ad_Ep_i_ct. o f Athanasius 
t o s u p p o r t the above i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f Tcme 7. For i n the 
ad_Ep_i c t . o n l y the o b j e c t to be redeemed, man, i s mentioned; 
on man's s i d e , the t o t a l i t y o f redemption i s a s s e r t e d . When, 
however, the cause c f redemption i s i n t r o d u c e d , o n l y the 
d i v i n e Logos i s mentioned, and n o t the assumption c f a 
body and s o u l i n C h r i s t . The statement t h a t the Redeemer 
" r e a l l y , i n t r u t h became man" i s not seen as a f f i r m i n g 
the f u l l n e s s o f man's humanity, but as c o n f i r m i n g , a g a i n s t 
the views o f the d o c e t i s t s , the r e a l i t y o f the assumed 
body. " I t does no more than s t r e s s the r e a l i t y o f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n " (137) . 
G r i l l m e i e r ' s c o n c l u s i o n t h e r e f o r e w i t h r e g a r d t o 
A t h a n a s i u s ' o p i n i o n s r e g a r d i n g the human s o u l c f C h r i s t 
i n the ye a r s a f t e r 362 is t h a t even i n the Tcme and ad_Ep_i c t . 
"Where the problem has new come under open d i s c u s s i o n , 
the human s o u l o f C h r i s t has n o t y e t become a t h e o l o g i c a l 
p r i n c i p l e ( a l t h o u g h i t can be assumed w i t h some 
c e r t a i n t y t h a t we have a s t a t e m e n t on the s o u l o f C h r i s t 
as a p h y s i c a l f a c t o r ) " ( 1 3 8 ) . 
G a l t i e r , meanwhile, b e l i e v e d t h a t A t h a n a s i u s ' 
a p p r o b a t i o n c f the symbol i s s u e d by the synod c f A l e x a n d r i a 
c f 362 " n ' i m p l i q u e r a i t par elle-meme sa croyance a l a 
presence d'une ame humaine dans l e C h r i s t q u ' a u t a n t qu'on 
l e s a u r a i t d'avance convaincu de c e t t e d o c t r i n e " ( 1 3 9 ) . 
For i f the Tome i s i n t e r p r e t e d a l o n g the l i n e s o f the 
t h e o l o g y o f Gregory o f Nazianzus, or c f E p i p h a n i u s , f o r 
b o t h c f whom the p r i n c i p l e 2uod_non_est_assum£tum_ 
^st_sanatum was t r u e , one must r e c o g n i s e t h a t the passage 
n e t o n l y a s s e r t s t h a t C h r i s t possessed a human s o u l , b u t 
a l s o t h a t he d i d so i n o r d e r t h a t man's s o u l m i g h t be 
saved. I f , on the e t h e r hand, Tcme 7 i s i n t e r p r e t e d i n 
the same f a s h i o n as such people as A p c l l i n a r i u s or V i t a l i s 
d i d , f o r whom the d i v i n e Logos took the p l a c e o f the 
human s o u l i n C h r i s t , one cannot deduce from the c o n t e x t 
t h a t a human s o u l was r e c o g n i s e d w i t h i n the humanity o f 
C h r i s t . To G a l t i e r ' s mind, t h e r e f o r e , i t i s n e t c l e a r 
e i t h e r whether the Tome a d m i t t e d the e x i s t e n c e c f a human 
s o u l i n the i n c a r n a t e Legos or n o t , or even whether 
A t h a n a s i u s shared the t h e o l o g i c a l o u t l c c k o f the composers 
o f the Tcme o r n o t . G a l t i e r t h e r e f o r e b e l i e v e d t h a t the 
o n l y p r o p e r method was to answer the a l l - i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n 
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" a - t - i l t o u j o u r s admis des avant 362, q u ' i l y eut dans l e 
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C h r i s t une ame, une i n t e l l i g e n c e ccmme l a n o t r e ?" ( 1 4 0 ) , 
and t o i n t e r p r e t the Tcme i n the l i g h t o f t h i s answer. 
I t ought to be n o t e d t h a t G a l t i e r ' s answer t c t h i s q u e s t i o n 
i s p o s i t i v e , and t h a t t h e r e f o r e he e v e n t u a l l y a l l o w s t h a t 
Tome 7 does r e f e r t o the human s o u l assumed by the 
d i v i n e Logos i n h i s s a v i n g i n c a r n a t i o n . 
J • ^l3£iSt_assumed_a_human_so , 
Dcrner was one o f these s c h o l a r s who b e l i e v e d t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s t a u g h t t h a t man's e n t i r e n a t u r e , o f which the 
human s o u l formed an e s s e n t i a l f e a t u r e , was redeemed and 
r e - e s t a b l i s h e d i n the d i v i n e by the Leges i n c a r n a t e . For 
Dorner i t f o l l o w e d t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h a t w h i c h the d i v i n e 
Logos assumed and c o n s t i t u t e d a p a r t o f h i m s e l f was man's 
complete n a t u r e , s o u l and body ( 1 4 1 ) . Indeed, G a l t i e r 
makes much o f t h i s argument i n h i s a r t i c l e . For he 
s t r e s s e s t h a t i f C h r i s t was t o d i e man's de a t h , i t was 
necessary f o r the C h r i s t to have a human n a t u r e s i m i l a r 
t c t h e i r s . For were t h e r e no human s o u l i n the humanity 
o f C h r i s t , C h r i s t would n e t have been able t c d i e " l a mort 
de tous l e s hommes"(142). Meanwhile Dorner c o r r o b o r a t e d 
the i d e a t h a t the human s o u l o f C h r i s t was necessary t o 
the whole s a l v a t i o n c f man by n o t i n g t h a t however i m p o r t a n t 
t h e r o l e p l a y e d i n A t h a n a s i u s ' system by the ideas o f 
death and i m m o r t a l i t y , the A l e x a n d r i a n d i d n o t l i m i t 
redemption s o l e l y t c t h e s e . For he knew something o f g u i l t 
and s i n . I t was necessary t h e r e f o r e , a c c o r d i n g t o Dcrn e r , 
tc admit t h e i r s u b j e c t , t h e s o u l , i n the t r e a t m e n t c f t h e i r 
e l i m i n a t i o n ( 1 4 3 ) . 
Over a g a i n s t Dorner, Hess m a i n t a i n e d t h a t the human 
s o u l c f C h r i s t was n o t necessary t o A t h a n a s i u s ' s o t e r i o l o g y . 
F c r , a c c o r d i n g t o him, A t h a n a s i u s 1 d o c t r i n e o f s a l v a t i o n was 
t h a t i n whi c h e n l y the body was i n need o f s a l v a t i o n i n 
the s t r i c t sense c f the word. I t alone r e q u i r e d t h a t b a s i c 
t r a n s f o r m a t i o n from c o r r u p t i o n and m o r t a l i t y t o i n c o r r u p t i o n 
and i m m o r t a l i t y , a chieved o n l y t h r o u g h i t s union w i t h the 
d i v i n e n a t u r e . On the e t h e r hand, the d i v i n e image o f the 
s o u l , i n v i r t u e o f whi c h man knew the C r e a t o r , had n o t been 
e f f a c e d , b u t o n l y obscured by i t s t u r n i n g away from God. 
Hence the d i v i n e Logos, t h r o u g h the m i r a c l e s , was able t o 
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l e a d the s o u l back tc i t s knowledge o f the t r u e God, 
t h e r e i n r e t u r n i n g i t t o i t s p r i s t i n e p u r i t y ( 1 4 4 ) . 
Roldanus a l s o d i s a g r e e s w i t h D cmer; y e t he does n e t 
agree w i t h Hoss t h a t man's human s o u l d i d n e t need s a v i n g 
i n t h e s t r i c t sense o f the wcrd. For he d i d a l l o w t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s p o i n t e d to the s a l v a t i o n o f the whole man, 
b o t h s o u l and body ( 1 4 5 ) . Yet, h a v i n g looked a t 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 t r e a t m e n t o f C h r i s t ' s death and descent 
i n t o h e l l and h a v i n g n o t e d the sense o f 2 C^Ar.70, Tome 
7 and ad_Ep_ict. 6-7 , Rcldanus came t c the c o n c l u s i o n 
t h a t t h i s s a l v a t i o n o f the whole man was e f f e c t e d t h r o u g h , 
on the one hand, the i n c a r n a t i o n , whereby men, b e i n g 
i n c o r p o r a t e d i n t o C h r i s t and d y i n g i n him, found t h e i r 
condemnation t c death f u l f i l l e d , and, on the e t h e r , the 
d i v i n e Leges h i m s e l f . For "e'est l e Verbe cemme s e u l s u j e t 
dans l a c h a i r q u i en e s t l e r e a l i s a t e u r " ( 1 4 6 ) . E i t h e r way 
C h r i s t ' s human s c u l i s u n i m p o r t a n t . For A t h a n a s i u s , 
a c c o r d i n g t c Rcldanus, " l e s a l u t e t l a d i v i n i s a t i o n de 
l'hcmme sent e n t i e r e m e n t l ' c e u v r e de D i e u " ( l 4 7 ) . 
k . Christ_exalted_alj;_humani^^_i_n_hi_mse I f . 
From 1 C^Ar.45 i t i s seen t h a t C h r i s t was e x a l t e d i n 
h i s humanity. Yet i n t h a t humanity a l l men were e x a l t e d . 
Thus i t seems t c G a l t i e r t h a t the man which the Leges 
became and w h i c h was e x a l t e d , was "un hemme semblable a 
tous l e s a u t r e s " ; the assumed body which was r a i s e d was 
" c e n s t i t u e cemme eux de meme n a t u r e que l e n o t r e " ( 1 4 8 ) . 
For was C h r i s t ' s e x a l t e d humanity n o t such, men would n o t 
have been e x a l t e d i n C h r i s t from the death t c which they 
had been s u b j e c t e d . 
1 • C h r i s t as the second Adam. 
From h i s r e a d i n g o f 1-3 C^Ar. G a l t i e r b e l i e v e s t h a t 
f o r A t h a n a s i u s men are i n C h r i s t , r e c e i v i n g t h r o u g h him 
grace i n t h a t he i s t h e i r f o r e r u n n e r . Yet, to G a l t i e r ' s 
mind, C h r i s t can o n l y r e p r e s e n t man, and man can o n l y be 
i n him i f he, the Logos i n c a r n a t e , i s l i k e them. T h i s , 
however, has meaning o n l y i f , l i k e man, the Logos 
i n c a r n a t e possesses a s o u l which e n l i v e n s h i s assumed 
humanity ( 1 4 9 ) . S e l l e r s f o l l o w s t h i s l i n e o f argument 
to some degree. For, tc h i s mind, A t h a n a s i u s b u i l t upon 
the s c t e r i o l c g i c a l i d e a t h a t Jesus C h r i s t was the second 
Adam and t h a t , c a r r y i n g f o r w a r d t h i s i d e a , he was f u l l y 
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man. S e l l e r s t h o u g h t , however, t h a t A t h a n a s i u s d i d n e t 
l i v e l o n g encugh t c p e r c e i v e t h a t i t was necessary f o r 
him t o p u t f o r w a r d an e x p l i c i t d e c l a r a t i o n c o n c e r n i n g 
the c o n s t i t u e n t p a r t s o f t h a t whole man ( 1 5 0 ) . 
Roldanus a l s o a l l o w s t h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e r o l e t o 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 C h r i s t . For A t h a n a s i u s 1 C h r i s t , i n t a k i n g 
the p l a c e of a l l men, and r e p r e s e n t i n g them a l l , became 
the head o f a new humanity, even as Adam was t h a t o f 
the former humanity. For " C h r i s t , en t a n t qu'hcmme, 
a v a i t accompli ce qu'Adam n ' a v a i t pu f a i r e l'humanite 
e s t rassemblee en C h r i s t sous un nouveau Chef q u i , dans 
son i n c c r r u p t i b i l i t e d i v i n e exprime sa sauvegarde, de 
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meme qu'Adam, dans sen i n s t a b i l i t e humaine, s i g n i f i a i t 
sa c h u t e " ( l 5 1 ) . C h r i s t i s co n s e q u e n t l y the " t e t e unique 
de corps de l'humanite n o u v e l l e " ( 1 5 2 ) , the " p r i n c i p e e t 
fondement de l a n o u v e l l e humanite" ( 1 5 3 ) , " l a base de 
l'humanite r e - c r e e e " (154) and the "ncuveau Chef" ( 1 5 5 ) . 
Y e t , t h a t C h r i s t was f o r A t h a n a s i u s t h i s Second Adam d i d 
n o t mean t h a t the C h r i s t n e c e s s a r i l y had a human s o u l . 
For Rcldanus t h i n k s t h a t t h i s r e p r e s e n t a t i v e r o l e had to 
be i n t e r p r e t e d a l o n g the f o l l o w i n g l i n e s . A t h a n a s i u s 
acknowledged t h a t the Logos n e t o n l y was u n i t e d to men 
th r o u g h a body l i k e t h e i r s , b u t al s o had rendered 
" l ' e x i s t e n c e c c r p o r e l l e en t a n t que t e l l e , i n d e t a c h a b l e 
de l u i " ( l 5 6 ) ; c o n s e q u e n t l y the Logos i n h a b i t e d man w h i l e 
men " e t a i e n t ccmpris dans l a sarx de C h r i s t " ( 1 5 7 ) ; God 
shared i n man's e x i s t e n c e and men i n God's t h r o u g h the 
Leges' assumed humanity w h i c h was common e s s e n t i a l l y 
t o b o t h C h r i s t and men. The s o t e r i o l o g i c a l r e s u l t s o f 
t h i s were s e v e r a l : on the one hand God r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f 
t h r o u g h C h r i s t ' s humanity t o men. On the o t h e r hand, 
men, b e i n g i n c o r p o r a t e d i n the God-man, were a n o i n t e d 
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w i t h the Holy S p i r i t when " l a c h a i r , r e v e t u e par l e 
Verbe, a ete o i n t e en L u i e t par L u i " (158) and " e t a i e n t 
d e l i v r e s du peche e t de l a m a l e d i c t i o n parce q u ' i l s sont 
m c r t s par l a mcrt de C h r i s t , d ' a u t r e p a r t q u ' i l s sont 
e l e v e s de meme parce q u ' i l s e t a i e n t i n c l u s dans 1'ascension 
de C h r i s t " ( 1 5 9 ) . I n s h o r t , men were saved i n the s h a r i n g 
o f God's l i f e i n C h r i s t . For " l e s hommes dev i e n n e n t 
p a r f a i t s par l a communion avec l e corps p a r f a i t de 
C h r i s t " ( 1 6 0 ) . Here, t h e r e f o r e , A t h a n a s i u s ' p i c t u r e o f 
C h r i s t as the second Adam i s i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms o f a 
i££2js-sarx schema, a c c o r d i n g to which the human s o u l o f 
the C h r i s t i s an unnecessary f a c t o r . 
As we n o t e d i n t h e b e g i n n i n g e f t h i s c h a p t e r , and 
as can be noted from the above t r a c i n g o f the debate 
c o n c e r n i n g the humanity o f C h r i s t , the method o f 
Athanasian s c h o l a r s i s g e n e r a l l y to use a common 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l model, a c c o r d i n g to which man i s com-
posed o f s o u l and b c d y / f l e s h , i n t e r p r e t e d i n the case 
o f C h r i s t i n terms e i t h e r o f a Logos-sarx o r o f a 
Logos-an t h r c p c s schema, the p a r t i c u l a r schema b e i n g 
chosen i n the l i g h t o f A t h a n a s i u s 1 d o c t r i n e . 
Upon t h i s we must comment. I t seems to the p r e s e n t 
w r i t e r , f i r s t l y , t h a t A t h a n a s i u s ' a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l model 
i s n o t c l o s e d , s t a t i c and p h i l o s o p h i c a l . I t i s n o t 
t h a t i n which humanity i s seen as composed o f components, 
nor t h a t i n which s c u l and body s t a n d i n a n t i t h e s i s , 
b o t h b e i n g e n t i t i e s i n themselves, and c o n s e q u e n t l y 
d i s t i n c t from the d e i t y . Rather, f o r A t h a n a s i u s , the 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l model i s open, dynamic and r e l a t i o n a l . 
I t i s t h a t i n which the t h e o l o g i c a l s e t t i n g o f c r e a t i o n 
and p r o v i d e n c e determine the r e l a t i o n a l and f u n c t i o n a l 
c o n c e p t i o n of man; i t i s t h a t i n which the d o c t r i n e o f 
a c r e a t o r , p r o v i d e n t i a l God, r a t h e r than the concept of 
e m p i r i c i s m , c o l o u r the u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man. 
For A t h a n a s i u s , t h e r e f o r e , humanity i s c o n t i n g e n t , 
depending f o r i t s e x i s t e n c e upon the c o n t i n u o u s c r e a t i o n 
o f the d i v i n e Logos. Thus w h i l e i t i s e s s e n t i a l l y 
d i s t i n c t from God i n i t s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , i t i s n o t 
independent; f o r i t e x i s t s o n l y i n and t h r o u g h the l i f e -
g i v i n g Leges o f the F a t h e r . 
For A t h a n a s i u s the s o u l i s l o g i c a l , i n c o r r u p t i b l e , 
and ' i n the image o f God'. Yet i t i s o n l y such i n as 
much as i t shares i n the grace o f the n a t u r e o f the 
Logos, who i s h i m s e l f the Logos, the i n c o r r u p t i b l e 
Image o f God. The s c u l i s t h e r e f o r e dependent upon the 
Leges f o r i t s v e r y n a t u r e and e x i s t e n c e . 
I n i t s r e l a t i o n to the i n c o r p o r e a l F a t h e r , meanwhile, 
the body i s d i s t i n c t as re g a r d s i t s n a t u r e , b u t n o t t c 
i t s e x i s t e n c e . For i t e x i s t s i n the Logos a l o n e , the 
p r o v i d e n t i a l c r e a t o r . Indeed, as soon as the p r o v i d e n t i a l 
care o f the Logos towards the body ceases, the body d i e s , 
and fades to n o t h i n g . I n i t s r e l a t i o n , however, t c e t h e r 
c r e a t u r e s , i t i s e s s e n t i a l l y one. For the body c o n s t i t u t e s 
the whole l i f e substance c f man, beast or o b j e c t as 
o r g a n i s e d i n the c o r p o r e a l f o r m . Indeed, the body i s 
n e t t h a t which p a r t i t i o n s o f f a man from h i s n e i g h b o u r , 
b u t t h a t which bounds him i n l i f e w i t h a l l men and n a t u r e , 
so t h a t he can never make h i s unique answer to God- as an 
i s o l a t e d i n d i v i d u a l , a p a r t from h i s r e l a t i o n to h i s 
ne i g h b o u r . Thus w h i l e a person has h i s own body, t h a t 
bedy i s e s s e n t i a l l y and n a t u r a l l y one w i t h the r e s t o f 
c r e a t i o n . His i n d i v i d u a l i t y l i e s r a t h e r i n the uniq u e -
ness o f the d i v i n e word to every man, which demanded 
o f him an i n a l i e n a b l e response, a r e l a t i o n s h i p shewn i n 
man's l o g i c a l i t y . 
Nor d i d Athanasius t h i n k c f man as a l c c s e l y - l i n k e d 
c o m b i n a t i o n c f s o u l and body. For him, man i s an 
e s s e n t i a l union c f the two; f o r w h i l e the s o u l d i r e c t s 
the body, the body i s the means o f the s o u l ' s a c t i v i t y . 
The s o u l does n o t seek l i b e r a t i o n from the body, b u t 
i s p r o p e r t c i t . For the body a p a r t from the s o u l i s 
n e t a man, b u t an i r r a t i o n a l b e a s t . Moreover, w h i l e 
death i s a s e p a r a t i o n c f the s o u l from the body, man's 
prope r end i s the j o y f u l r e u n i o n c f the s o u l and the 
body i n the g e n e r a l r e s u r r e c t i o n . Indeed, a l t h o u g h 
d i s t i n c t from the s o u l , the body i s n o t opposed t c i t , 
as the body would have been i f i t had been p a r t o f the 
cl o s e d system c f p h i l o s o p h y . 
For Athanasius t h e r e f o r e p h y s i o l o g y was s u b o r d i n a t e d 
to the q u e s t i o n c f the r e l a t i o n o f the whole man, as p a r t 
o f the s o l i d a r i t y c f c r e a t i o n , t o God. A l l h i s t h i n k i n g 
was done i n t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l dimension c f man's r e l a t e d -
ness t o God. I t f o l l o w s t h e r e f o r e t h a t a l l h i s 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l terms a r e , i n a sense, to be seen as 
d e s i g n a t i n g o r q u a l i f y i n g t h i s fundamental r e l a t i o n s h i p 
c f man t c God; th e y are devoted t o e x p r e s s i n g a deep 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the t h e o l o g i c a l t r u t h c f man's n a t u r e . 
I t a l s o seems t h a t t c i n t e r p r e t A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t 
i n terms o f e i t h e r a l o g o s - s a r x o r a logo s-an t h r o p_os 
schema i s t c be u n f a i r i n one's t r e a t m e n t c f the bishop's 
t h i n k i n g . For i t i s of importance t o the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
o f A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t tc see i t n e t as e i t h e r a l o g o s -
s a r x or a lo g o s - a n t h r o g o s schema, b u t bot h a l o g o s - s a r x 
and a logos-anthrop_os framework, as Atha n a s i u s uses a l l 
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t h r e e concepts:. Logos-sarx, L£H°s-soma and Logos-
SD.i!2I!0££S ^ s e x p l a n a t i o n o f the i n c a r n a t i o n . 
Moreover these frameworks are f u r t h e r complemented 
and c l a r i f i e d by the terms s a r x , S£ID.a> anthrop_os and 
^2S_SHi^£2E2S» u s e d i n a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l s e t t i n g , and 
the nouns e n s a r k o s i s , ensomatcsis and enanthro2£sis. 
To i n t e r p r e t the A l e x a n d r i a n ' s t h e o l o g y o n l y i n terms 
e i t h e r o f a l£g£s-sarx or a l o g o s - a n t h r o g o s framework 
i s t h e r e f o r e t o d i s t o r t A t h a n a s i u s 1 t h o u g h t by i n -
c a r c e r a t i n g i t w i t h i n the s t r i c t u r e s o f a schema, which 
i s t r u e , b u t n o t the whole t r u t h , o f t h a t t h i n k i n g . 
Moreover, the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f the bishop's t h o u g h t i n 
terms o f o n l y one o f these frameworks r e s u l t s i n the 
more conducive e x p r e s s i o n s b e i n g a b s t r a c t e d from t h e i r 
c o n t e x t s , and b e i n g r e l a t e d t o the framwork, the r e s t , 
w h i c h do n o t f i t so w e l l , b e i n g s e t aside as n o n - t e c h n i c a l 
or a t y p i c a l . 
L a s t l y , the use o f A t h a n a s i u s ' d o c t r i n e to determine 
the schema a c c o r d i n g t o w h i c h C h r i s t ' s humanity i s t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d seems u n j u s t i f i e d . For i t appears t h a t one 
cannot argue from A t h a n a s i u s ' d o c t r i n a l views t c h i s 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the humanity o f man, as the u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f these d o c t r i n e s depends to a l a r g e e x t e n t upon whether 
C h r i s t ' s humanity was d o c e t i c or n o t . To g i v e b u t one 
example, i t seems t h a t S e l l e r s argued t h a t s i n c e the 
whole man was saved by the Legos i n c a r n a t e , the whole 
man, s o u l and body, was assumed by the Logos. To show, 
however, t h a t i t was n e t a d o c e t i c C h r i s t who saved the 
whole man, i t i s necessary t o show t h a t the C h r i s t had a 
human s o u l . For o t h e r w i s e i t i s t h e o r e t i c a l l y p o s s i b l e 
t h a t as i n A p o l l i n a r i u s ' t h o u g h t , so i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 
t h o u g h t , as Roldanus imagines, i t was merely the d i v i n e 
Logos i n a body who e f f e c t e d a t o t a l s a l v a t i o n . Indeed, 
t h i s method i s c i r c u l a r ; f o r one i s s t u d y i n g the d o c t r i n e s 
t o decide whether or n o t the Athanasian C h r i s t was 
d o c e t i c , and y e t one needs t o know whether or n o t the 
Athanasian C h r i s t was d o c e t i c i n o r d e r t o determine how 
t o i n t e r p r e t these d o c t r i n e s . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t we must see A t h a n a s i u s ' 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man as t h e o l o g i c a l . From t h i s view o f 
humanity w i l l come a d i f f e r e n t c o n c e p t i o n o f the humanity 
assumed by the d i v i n e Logos, and o f the s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d 
t h r o u g h i t . Moreover, the questions asked o f C h r i s t ' s 
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humanity w i l l r e c e i v e d i f f e r e n t answers under t h i s new 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f humanity. For the u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 
the humanity w i l l determine the q u e s t i o n s asked and 
w i l l c o l o u r the answers g i v e n . 
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CHAPTER-.! 
The s t u d y o f A t h a n a s i u s 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the humanity 
of C h r i s t as p o r t r a y e d i n the CG-DI, a work d a t i n g from 
c.A.D. 328-335 ( 1 ) , amounts e s s e n t i a l l y t c a s t u d y o f 
the D I , as t h e r e are no C h r i s t c l o g i c a l s t a t e m e n t s i n the 
CG. Yet i t dees n o t amount s o l e l y to a s t u d y of the D I . 
For the CG dees c o n f i r m and c o r r o b o r a t e the p i c t u r e c f 
humanity p a i n t e d i n the DI and so h e l p s to e s t a b l i s h 
c u r comprehension c f A t h a n a s i u s ' view c f the humanity 
assumed by the d i v i n e Logos i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . 
B e f o r e , however, we embark upen t h i s s t u d y , we must 
n o t e c e r t a i n p o i n t s , i n the l i g h t o f which we must read 
the CG-DI. Tc d i s r e g a r d these would be t c d i s r e g a r d the 
n a t u r e c f the f i r s t work o f A t h a n a s i u s , and so would make 
i m p o s s i b l e an a c c u r a t e r e p r e s e n t a t i o n c f h i s t h o u g h t . 
A l t h o u g h the CG-DI s e t s c u t t c expound "the I n c a r n a t i o n 
c f the Logos and h i s d i v i n e m a n i f e s t a t i o n t c us" (2) 
and t c o f f e r a paradigm c f the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h ( 3 ) , i t s 
main emphasis i s upon the d i v i n i t y o f the Leges. For i t 
demonstrates t h a t the C h r i s t i s God the Logcs and the 
Power o f God; even where i t aims to r e f u t e b o t h the Jews 
who s l a n d e r and the Greeks who meek (4) the Logos' 
becoming man, i t c o r r e c t s t h e i r f a l s e , l i m i t e d c o n c e p t i o n s 
c f the i n c a r n a t i o n w h i c h are i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the d i v i n e 
n a t u r e o f the Legos by shewing t h a t t h a t which i n the 
i n c a r n a t i o n i s e x p l a i n e d h e r e t i c a l l y as human i s i n t r u t h 
d i v i n e and t h a t t h a t c o n s i d e r e d i m p o s s i b l e and u n s u i t a b l e 
i s i n f a c t p o s s i b l e and s u i t i n g h i s goodness, a r e f u t a t i o n 
w h i c h i s based upon a p a r t i c u l a r u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the 
d i v i n i t y o f the Legos c f God. I t appears t h e r e f o r e t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s s t a r t s from the d i v i n i t y c f the Logos. Thus 
even where Athanasius i s t r e a t i n g C h r i s t ' s human p a s s i o n s , 
he does sc i n r e l a t i o n tc C h r i s t ' s i m p a s s i b l e economy 
as the D i v i n e Logos, and a l l o w s o n l y t h a t which i s 
c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the D i v i n e Legos becoming man. The 
emphasis i n the CG-DI t h e r e f o r e i s l e s s upon the man which 
the Logcs became, than upen the Leges h i m s e l f , the D i v i n e 
Logos b e i n g c e n t r a l t c a l l the i n c a r n a t i c n a l t h o u g h t . 
A g a i n , the CG-DI c o n c e n t r a t e s upon the "why" c f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n c f the d i v i n e Legos r a t h e r than the "how" This 
i s p a r t l y because Athanasius c c u l d n e t see the i n c a r n a t i o n 
a p a r t from the s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d t h r o u g h i t and p a r t l y 
because he a d m i t t e d the mystery o f God's becoming man 
and t h e r e f o r e the i m p o s s i b i l i t y c f e x p l a i n i n g the mechanics 
o f the i n c a r n a t i o n . 
T h i s f i r s t t r e a t i s e c f Atha n a s i u s has a r e v e r e n t i a l and 
d e v o t i o n a l tone and q u a l i t y which i s n o t so obvious i n 
h i s l a t e r , p o l e m i c a l works. This q u a l i t y a r i s e s p a r t l y 
from i t s s c r i p t u r a l background, p a r t l y from the rea d e r whom 
i t i s a d d r e s s i n g and p a r t l y f rom the i n t e n t i o n c f the 
w r i t i n g . The background t o h i s t h o u g h t i s S c r i p t u r a l : i t 
i s f rom such t h a t A t h a n a s i u s drew h i s thoughts ( 4 ) , and 
t c such t h a t h i s r e a d e r i s r e f e r r e d f o r e l a b o r a t i o n upon 
the d i v i n e m a n i f e s t a t i o n o f the Logos ( 5 ) . L i k e h i s 
mentors, the B i b l i c a l t h e o l o g i a n s who were w i t n e s s e s to 
the d i v i n i t y c f C h r i s t , A t h a n a s i u s p r e f e r r e d t c confess 
the r e a l i t y c f the v e r y God who became v e r y man f c r the 
sake c f man, w i t h o u t e n t e r i n g i n t o any p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
s p e c u l a t i o n r e g a r d i n g the Legos' assumed humanity and i t s 
r e l a t i o n t o i t s d i v i n e s u b j e c t . The reader whom Atha n a s i u s 
i s a d d r e s s i n g i s a C h r i s t i a n . He i s t w i c e r e f e r r e d t c 
as "Lever o f C h r i s t " ( 6 ) , i n c o n t r a s t t o the c o n t e n t i o u s 
and a r g u m e n t a t i v e p a r t y c f those o u t s i d e the Church,and 
i s p r o b a b l y t o be i n c l u d e d amongst the l o v e r s o f l e a r n i n g 
( 8 ) , the seekers a f t e r t r u t h , a t r u t h which f c r A t h a n a s i u s 
has i t s u l t i m a t e c e n t r e i n God, the T r u t h . A t h a n a s i u s ' i n -
t e n t i o n i n w r i t i n g i s t c e x p l a i n the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h i n a 
r e v e r e n t i a l manner ( 9 ) , i n o r d e r t h a t h i s reader m i g h t 
have g r e a t e r and s t r o n g e r d e v o t i o n towards the Logos. 
This d e v o t i o n a l aspect c f the w r i t i n g even appears i n DI 
33-55 where Athanasius t r e a t s o f the d e n i a l o f the 
d i v i n i t y c f the C h r i s t by the Jews and the Greeks. For 
w h i l e t h e chapters form a r e f u t a t i o n c f the u n b e l i e f o f 
the Jews and o f the mockery o f the Greeks, t h e y are n o t 
p r i m a r i l y p o l e m i c a l i n tone . They dc n o t c o n s t i t u t e a 
d i r e c t c o n f r o n t a t i o n between Athanasius and the het e r o d o x 
p a r t i e s , as f c r example the l a t e r C^Ar. 1-3 dc, b u t o f f e r 
s u g g e s t i o n s as t c hew the C h r i s t i a n reader might r e f u t e 
the same; whereas i n the C^Ar. 1-3 and s i m i l a r works the 
addressee i s the h e r e t i c , i n the DI he i s a young C h r i s t i a n . 
These c h a p t e r s t h e r e f o r e are p r i m a r i l y assurances tc the 
C h r i s t i a n t h a t h i s f a i t h i s reasonable and c o n f i r m a t i o n 
38. 
t h a t answers e x i s t t c the o b j e c t i o n s t h a t the h e r e t i c s 
might r a i s e ; t h e y are f o r the e s t a b l i s h i n g o f men i n the 
C h r i s t i a n f a i t h and f o r s e t t l i n g such doubts as may have 
a r i s e n i n the minds o f C h r i s t i a n s as a r e s u l t o f the 
u n b e l i e f and mockery o f the n o n - C h r i s t i a n s . 
I t i s n o t s u r p i r s i n g , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t a c a t e c h e t i c a l 
element appears i n the c o n c l u s i o n c f the d u a l work. For 
i n D I . 57 Athanasius e x h o r t s a l l h i s readers t c l i v e pure 
and r i g h t e o u s l i v e s : w i t h o u t a pure mind and l i f e m o d e l l e d 
upon these o f the s a i n t s , no-one can apprehend the T r u t h . 
The DI t h e r e f o r e i s n o t to be seen as a b s t r a c t t h e o r i s i n g 
and s p e c u l a t i o n upon a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l s u b j e c t , e i t h e r f o r 
i t s own sake, or i n o r d e r to r e f u t e h e t e r o d o x o p p o s i t i o n . 
I t i s a work v e r y much bound up w i t h the C h r i s t i a n l i f e . 
The DI i s , t h e n , n o t a s p e c u l a t i v e , p o l e m i c a l work. I t 
i s r a t h e r a c o n f e s s i o n a l , d e v o t i o n a l and c a t e c h e t i c a l 
work, based on S c r i p t u r e and w r i t t e n f o r a C h r i s t i a n , i n 
o r d e r t o expound, i n a r e v e r e n t i a l manner, the s a v i n g 
i n c a r n a t i o n o f t h e Lord Jesus C h r i s t and t h e r e b y b r i n g 
the reader t c a deeper and more mature a p p r e c i a t i o n o f 
h i s Redeemer. I t i s i n the l i g h t c f t h i s t h a t the 
q u e s t i o n s and answers c f t h i s s t u d y o f A t h a n a s i u s ' under-
s t a n d i n g o f the humanity o f C h r i s t , as p o r t r a y e d i n the 
CG-DI, must be f o r m u l a t e d . 
C e n t r a l t c A thanasius 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the I n c a r n a t i o n 
i s the d i v i n i t y o f the Logos. Having spent the l a r g e r 
p a r t o f the CG upon the q u e s t i o n c f the t r u e d i v i n i t y c f 
the Logos, At h a n a s i u s tends t c accept such as " g i v e n " i n 
the D I . Hence the Logos, the s u b j e c t c f the I n c a r n a t i o n , 
was God the Lord. He was the Very Logos o f the F a t h e r 
and the t r u e Son o f God, the a d j e c t i v e a l e t h i n o s , over 
a g a i n s t the p o s s i b l e a l e t h e s , w i t h i t s c o n n o t a t i o n o f 
" h e l d t c be t r u e " , emphasising the genuine r e a l i t y o f 
h i s d i v i n e s e n s h i p . He was the Wisdom, the Power o f God 
the Father and L i f e i t s e l f . As such he was the C r e a t o r 
and the Governor and Ruler o f the U n i v e r s e . Being so 
d i v i n e t h r o u g h h i s i n t i m a t e communion w i t h the F a t h e r , 
the Logos shared i n the d i v i n e n a t u r e , b e i n g i n c o r p o r e a l , 
i m p a s s i b l e and i n c o r r u p t i b l e . 
A t h a n a s i u s ' p o r t r a i t o f the Logos a l s o h i n t s a t the 
l a t t e r ' s e t e r n i t y and i m m u t a b i l i t y . For over a g a i n s t the 
p a s t tenses o f the verbs which d e s c r i b e the Logos' ap-
pearance as man i n t h e sphere o f space and time ( 1 0 ) , the 
verbs w h i c h d e s c r i b e C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y are always i n the 
p r e s e n t . He i s God; he i s the v e r y Logos o f the F a t h e r . 
The use i n these c o n t e x t s o f hugarchcn (11) and o f on ( 1 2 ) , 
t h r o u g h the c o n n o t a t i o n s which t h e y bear as c o n t i n u o u s 
p r e s e n t s , c a r r i e s an openness; the e t e r n a l , as opposed to 
the e v e r l a s t i n g , " b e i n g " w h i c h they i m p l y stands i n marked 
c o n t r a s t w i t h the "becoming" o f the I n c a r n a t i o n c f the 
Logos; the e t e r n a l and i n f i n i t e economy o f the d i v i n e 
Legos, i n which he i s e t e r n a l l y b e g o t t e n o f the F a t h e r , 
i s c o n t r a s t e d w i t h t he tempo r a l and f i n i t e economy o f 
the Logos as man, i n which he was born c f Mary i n 
Bethlehem. Yet i t i s n o t merely t o the e x i s t e n c e o f the 
Logos p r i o r t o h i s i n c a r n a t i o n t h a t A t h a n a s i u s r e f e r s 
t h i s openness o f b e i n g . Rather, w h i l e the d i v i n e Logos 
has become man, has r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f and has endured 
men's i n s u l t s , he remains t he i m p a s s i b l e , i n c o r r u p t i b l e 
Very God, the Logos. Indeed, i t i s o n l y i n r e f e r e n c e to 
the te m p o r a l w o r l d t h a t the Logos i s the s u b j e c t o f 
te m p o r a l a c t i o n ; he c r e a t e d the u n i v e r s e ; he became i n -
c a r n a t e ; he w i l l come again i n g l o r y . A p a r t from these 
a c t i o n s i n time towards t he m a t e r i a l w o r l d , the d i v i n e 
Logos, i n h i s i m m a t e r i a l b e i n g , merely " i s " , b e i n g beyond 
a l l t i m e , w i t h i t s b e g i n n i n g s , a l t e r a t i o n s and ends. I t 
appears, t h e n , t h a t t h r o u g h the I n c a r n a t i o n the d i v i n e 
Logos d i d n o t then come i n t o e x i s t e n c e , n or was a l t e r e d 
i n h i s d i v i n e essence. For i n and thro u g h the I n c a r n a t i o n 
the d i v i n e Logos, who ever was, became man, w h i l e y e t 
r e m a i n i n g the e t e r n a l and immutable Logos o f God. 
That i t was not o n l y a t the time o f h i s b i r t h o f Mary 
t h a t the Logos came i n t o e x i s t e n c e f i n d s c o n f i r m a t i o n 
elsewhere: f o r l o n g b e f o r e t h i s d i v i n e m a n i f e s t a t i o n the 
Logos e x i s t e d , b e i n g among o t h e r t h i n g s t h e agent i n the 
Fath e r ' s c r e a t i o n o f the u n i v e r s e . Furthermore, A t h a n a s i u s 
n o t e s t h a t the Logos came t o man's realm " n o t t h a t he was 
p r e v i o u s l y d i s t a n t ; f o r no p a r t o f c r e a t i o n i s l e f t 
d e p r i v e d o f him; b u t he f i l l s the u n i v e r s e , b e i n g i n union 
w i t h h i s Father " ( 1 3 ) . Such a statement c e r t a i n l y 
i m p l i e s t h a t t h e Logos p r e - e x i s t e d the i n c a r n a t i o n , i n 
t h a t he c o - e x i s t e d w i t h the F a t h e r , c a r i n g p r o v i d e n t i a l l y 
f o r the c r e a t i o n . T h i s same p o i n t i s made i n CG 41 where 
i t i s s t a t e d t h a t i t was o n l y t h r o u g h the p r o v i d e n c e o f 
the Logos t h a t the w o r l d , c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g , was able 
t o remain f i r m , and thus n o t s l i p back i n t o n o n - e x i s t e n c e . 
The Logos t h e r e f o r e o f n e c e s s i t y p r e - e x i s t e d the c r e a t i o n 
and sc c o u l d n e t have o n l y come i n t o e x i s t e n c e t h r o u g h the 
I n c a r n a t i o n . 
N o r d i d the I n c a r n a t i o n c o n s t i t u t e an a l t e r a t i o n i n the 
d i v i n e b e i n g c f the Logos. He d i d n o t cease to be what 
he was, b u t w h i l e t r u l y beccming m o r t a l , p a s s i b l e man, the 
Logos as God remained e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e , i m m o r t a l and 
i m p a s s i b l e . Hence, w h i l e he became man t h r o u g h h i s 
i n c a r n a t i o n , he was n o t merely a man, b u t also God the Logos 
and Wisdom o f the t r u e God. He became man and y e t remained 
God the Logos. Indeed, had he n o t remained God, he would 
n o t have been able to redeem man from d e a t h , and p o i n t 
man beyond h i m s e l f t c God the F a t h e r , both o f which a c t i o n s -
redemption and e n l i g h t e n m e n t - are c e n t r a l t o the purpose 
o f the i n c a r n a t i o n . 
C e r t a i n l y God the Logos i n c a r n a t e was b o r n , appeared 
as man, d i e d and rose a g a i n ; he t r u l y ate and drank 
human f o o d ; he endured man's i n s u l t s . Yet these passions 
i n no way i m p l y an a l t e r a t i o n i n the d i v i n e n a t u r e o f the 
Logos i n h i s I n c a r n a t i o n . I n b e i n g born o f Mary, the 
d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t s u f f e r ; when he was i n the body he 
h i m s e l f was n o t p o l l u t e d , n o t b e i n g a f f e c t e d i n h i m s e l f 
a t a l l by the weaknesses and p a s s i o n s n a t u r a l to the body. 
5 4 . 1 4 f f . makes the same p o i n t , b u t i n a more e x p l i c i t 
manner: w h i l e C h r i s t s u f f e r e d f o r men, the Logos who became 
man was harmed i n nc r e s p e c t as he was i m p a s s i b l e and 
i n c o r r u p t i b l e , the Very Logos and God. I n s h o r t , the 
Logos as man s u f f e r e d , b u t the Logos h i m s e l f , s t i l l b e i n g 
the i m p a s s i b l e and i n c o r r u p t i b l e d i v i n e Logos, remained 
t r u e t o h i s n a t u r e . A g a i n , i t was the assumed body o f the 
Legos as body which was n a t u r a l l y p a s s i b l e , which was 
b o r n , ate and s u f f e r e d , and i t s passions may be p r e d i c a t e d 
o f the d i v i n e Logcs o n l y i n t h a t t he body was no-one 
e l s e ' s b u t the Lord's. They were these o f the Legos n o t 
by n a t u r e , b u t by assumption; they were r i g h t l y and 
p r o p e r l y r e f e r r e d to the Logcs thus as he had t r u l y become 
man by assuming humanity, the r e a l i t y o f which the passions 
demonstrated. While t h e r e f o r e t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e 
s u f f e r e d i n t h i s manner, t h a t s u f f e r i n g never o v e r t o o k 
i t s d i v i n e s u b j e c t . For w h i l e the Logcs s u f f e r e d , he d i d 
so o n l y i n h i s body, as the man which he had become, h i s 
body as body b e i n g the c e n t r e o f h i s p a s s i o n s ; the d i v i n e 
41. 
Logos t h e r e f o r e s u f f e r e d o n l y t h r o u g h the assumed 
p a s s i b l e humanity. 
C h r i s t ' s death must be i n t e r p r e t e d i n the same manner. 
The Logos i n c a r n a t e d i e d . He d i d so, however, n o t 
because the Logos as God was no l o n g e r i m m o r t a l and 
i n c o r r u p t i b l e , b u t because o f the m o r t a l body which the 
Logos had assumed; i n h i m s e l f the Logos was unable t o d i e , 
b e i n g the i m m o r t a l Son c f the F a t h e r , and so took t c 
h i m s e l f a body which c o u l d d i e t h a t he might d i e f o r a l l 
men. Hence C h r i s t was unable n o t t o d i e , i n t h a t h i s 
humanity was m o r t a l ; and y e t he was unable to remain dead 
i n t h a t the same humanity was the temple c f L i f e . 
S i m i l a r l y , C h r i s t s u f f e r e d c o r r u p t i o n i n t h a t h i s assumed 
humanity was c o r r u p t i b l e by n a t u r e , b u t y e t rose i n c o r -
r u p t i b l e in t h a t he who had assumed i t was i n c o r r u p t i b l e . 
I t i s c l e a r , t h e r e f o r e , t h a t i n A t h a n a s i u s ' d o c t r i n e 
the Logos, i n becoming man, underwent no a l t e r a t i o n i n 
h i s d i v i n e b e i n g . The p a s s i b i l i t y w h i c h he endured 
was h i s , n o t by n a t u r e , b u t i n t h a t i t n a t u r a l l y p e r t a i n e d 
t c the humanity w h i c h he had made h i s own t h r o u g h the 
I n c a r n a t i o n . I t was h i s o n l y by a p p r o p r i a t i o n and n o t 
by n a t u r e . Indeed, had the Logos undergone any a l t e r a t i o n 
i n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g t h r o u g h the I n c a r n a t i o n , the s a l v a t i o n 
from t h e s u f f e r i n g , m o r t a l i t y and c o r r u p t i o n which the 
Logos sought t o e f f e c t i n and t h r o u g h h i s own d i v i n i t y 
would n o t have been a c h i e v e d . 
I t i s i n the l i g h t o f t h i s i m m u t a b i l i t y o f h i s d i v i n e 
b e i n g t h a t the condescension o f the Logos i n becoming 
man must be un d e r s t o o d . I t i s t r u e t h a t the Logos under-
went h u m i l i a t i o n i n becoming man; he came down t o men and 
i n h i s descent s u b m i t t e d t o man's c o r r u p t i o n . Besides 
the use o f the ve r b k a t e r c h e s t h a i and i t s cognates - a 
ver b w h i c h , r a t h e r i n t e r e s t i n g l y i n t h i s c o n n e c t i o n , i s 
used v e r y v i v i d l y o f C h r i s t ' s submission and descent to 
death (15) - one o t h e r term i s used by Atha n a s i u s to 
p o i n t t o God's condescension i n the I n c a r n a t i o n . That 
i s the noun e u t e l e i a ( 1 6 ) . The i n c a r n a t i o n was e u t e l e s 
f o r God the Logos, i n t h a t i n i t God as man s u f f e r e d 
i n f a m o u s l y . There was, however, more t o the meaning o f 
t h i s h u m i l i a t i o n than t h a t . The c l u e t c t h i s f u r t h e r 
meaning l i e s i n the f a c t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s t h i n k s t h a t 
over a g a i n s t h i s f i r s t appearance, the Logos w i l l come 
42. 
a g a i n " i n h i s own g l o r y i n h i s own g r e a t n e s s " ( 1 7 ) . 
The i m p l i c a t i o n t h e r e f o r e i s t h a t w h i l e i n h i s s e c o n d 
c o m i n g God w i l l a p p e a r i n h i s o b v i o u s g l o r y and p o wer, 
h i s f i r s t c o m i n g , t h a t e f f e c t e d i n t h e I n c a r n a t i o n , i s 
one i n w h i c h h i s g l o r i o u s power i s v e i l e d by h i s h u m a n i t y , 
an i d e a w h i c h c o r r e l a t e s w i t h t h e use o f Hebrews 10.20 i n 
25.26. I t a l s o t i e s i n w i t h t h e i d e a t h a t i n h i s I n c a r n -
a t i o n t h e Logos d i d n o t w i s h m e r e l y t o e f f e c t a s p l e n d i d 
t h e c p h a n y b u t w i l l e d t o a p p e a r i n a f o r m f r o m w h i c h men 
m i g h t b e n e f i t : " f o r as a good t e a c h e r who c a r e s f o r h i s 
p u p i l s a l w a y s c o ndescends t o t e a c h by s i m p l e r means 
t h o s e who c a n n o t p r o f i t by more a d v a n c e d t h i n g s , so does 
t h e Logos o f God...." ( 1 8 ) . I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t 
w i t h i n t h i s v e r y t e a c h i n g - s i m i l e t h e v e r b s u g k a t a b a i n e i n 
a v e r b u s e d o f t h e Logos' i n c a r n a t i o n , i s u s e d o f t h e 
p r o c e s s o f l i m i t i n g t h e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f t h a t w h i c h one 
w i s h e s bo t e a c h t o bhe s i t u a t i o n and c a p a c i t y o f one's 
p u p i l s . I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e h u m b l i n g o f t h e 
Logos i n t h e I n c a r n a t i o n I s n o t t o be seen i n t e r m s o f 
a d e g r a d a t i o n o f t h e b e i n g o f t h e d i v i n e L o gos, b u t i n 
t e r m s o f t h e Logos' s e l f - l i m i t i n g o f h i s g l o r i o u s power 
f o r s c t e r i o l o g i c a l r e a s o n s . 
One p r o b l e m s t i l l f a c e s us r e g a r d i n g t h i s h u m i l i a t i o n 
o f t h e Logos i n h i s I n c a r n a t i o n . When t h e noun e u t e l e i a 
i s u s e d i n 1.13, 21 t o d e s c r i b e t h e i n c a r n a t i o n , i t i s 
q u a l i f i e d . Hence 1.13 r e a d s t e s d o k o u s e s e u t e l e i a s t o u Logou 
and 1.21 t e nomizomene h e a u t o u e u t e l e i a . 
We c a n n o t , h o w e v e r , suppose f r o m t h e s e r e f e r e n c e s t h a t 
t h e h u m i l i a t i o n o f t h e Logos was i n any way u n r e a l o r 
f e i g n e d . For t h i s same t e r m , e u t e l e i a , i s u s e d a l s o i n 
5 6 . 1 1 o f t h e i n c a r n a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e L o gos, and t h e r e 
i t i s q u a l i f i e d by t h e p h r a s e m e t a _ t a p _ e i n o t e t o s , a 
p h r a s e w h i c h echoes P a u l ' s s t a t e m e n t o f P h i l . 2 . 8 . 
£iSE£.i2.°§.e.C_ile^:yi£[l • T n e i n c a r n a t i o n was an " a p p a r e n t " 
h u m i l i a t i o n , n o t i n t h e sense t h a t h u m i l i a t i o n was i n 
any way u n r e a l , b u t i n t h e sense t h a t t h e i n c a r n a t i o n 
was c o n s i d e r e d by n o n - C h r i s t i a n s as n o t h i n g more t h a n 
an h u m i l i a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e Logos; y e t what t h e y , i n 
t h e i r m o c k e r y and u n b e l i e f , t h o u g h t t o be most u n s u i t a b l e 
and i m p r o p e r , s e e i n g i t as m e r e l y a d e g r a d a t i o n o f t h e 
g l o r i o u s L o g o s , was i n f a c t a g r e a t w i t n e s s t o God's 
d i v i n i t y ; f o r t h r o u g h d e a t h he r o s e a g a i n , o v e r t h r e w t h e 
r u l e o f e v i l , and r e - e s t a b l i s h e d t h e k i n g d o m o f h e a v e n . 
Hence w h a t was seen s o l e l y as a d e g r a d a t i o n o f t h e 
d i v i n e Legos has i n t r u t h been no s u c h d e g r a d a t i o n , 
b u t has l e d t o God's g r e a t e r e x a l t a t i o n by men as t h e y 
r e a l i s e f r o m h i s I n c a r n a t i o n who i s God and who God i s . 
C o n s e q u e n t l y , t h e Legos' c o n d e s c e n s i o n i s i n l e a v i n g 
t h e F a t h e r ' s s i d e , where a l o n e he i s t r u l y a t r e s t and 
i n c o m i n g t o men i n a f o r m w h i c h t h e y c o u l d a p p r e c i a t e . 
I t was an a p p a r e n t c o n d e s c e n s i o n , h o w e v e r , o n l y i n t h e 
sense t h a t , w h i l e h i s d i v i n i t y was v e i l e d by h i s assumed 
f l e s h , he d i d n o t cease t o be d i v i n e i n any manner. 
C e r t a i n l y t h e c o n d e s c e n s i o n o f t h e Leges was n e t a 
d e g r a d a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e n a t u r e o f t h e Logos, as t h e 
Jews and t h e Greeks c o n s i d e r e d i t t o be. R a t h e r t h e 
d i v i n e Legos r e m a i n e d e t e r n a l l y t h e g l o r i o u s Son o f t h e 
F a t h e r , w h i l e y e t h u m b l i n g h i m s e l f i n b e c o m i n g man. 
Two o t h e r c o n s e q u e n c e s o f t h e Logos' r e m a i n i n g f u l l y 
d i v i n e w h i l e y e t b e c o m i n g man a r e , on t h e one h a n d , t h a t 
i t i s n o t t h e Logos who i s b e t t e r e d o r w o r s e n e d , i n 
b e c o m i n g man, b u t t h e h u m a n i t y w h i c h i s b e t t e r e d , a nd, 
on t h e o t h e r , t h a t t h e C r e a t o r Logos i s n o t l i m i t e d i n 
and t h r o u g h h i s I n c a r n a t i o n . 
As we have a l r e a d y n o t i c e d , t h e d i v i n e Logos d i d n e t 
s u f f e r when he became man, h i s human p a s s i o n s b e i n g 
p e c u l i a r t o t h e body i n i t s e l f , and t o t h e Legos o n l y 
t h r o u g h t h e i r a s s u m p t i o n . Hence w h i l e b e i n g i n a body 
t h e Logos was n o t p o l l u t e d n o r a d u l t e r a t e d . R a t h e r , j u s t 
as he was i n a l l , and he d i d n o t p a r t a k e o f a l l , b u t 
gave e v e r y t h i n g l i f e and s u s t e n a n c e , so t h e a l l - h c l y Legos 
o f God was made known i n a b o d y , and y e t was n o t t h e r e i n 
a f f e c t e d . A l l i n f l u e n c e was f r o m t h e a l l - h o l y and i n -
c o r r u p t i b l e Logos t o t h e m o r t a l b o d y , t h e r e b y b r i n g i n g 
a b o u t t h e v i v i f i c a t i o n , p u r i f i c a t i o n and s a n c t i f i c a t i o n 
o f t h e h u m a n i t y . The Logos gave o f h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e as 
a l l - h c l y t o t h e b o d y i n s a n c t i f y i n g i t and t h u s b e t t e r e d 
i t . I n g i v i n g o f h i s own n a t u r e , t h e Logos d i d n o t , 
h o w e v e r , s u f f e r a l t e r a t i o n e i t h e r f o r b e t t e r o r w o r s e . 
For i n h i m s e l f , a l t h o u g h b e i n g i n a l l , he d i d n e t p a r t a k e 
c f c r e a t e d b e i n g , b e i n g i n essence "beyond a l l " . Hence 
w h i l e t h e b o d y , an e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f t h e w h o l e c r e a t i o n , 
s h a r e s b y g r a c e i n t h e L o g o s , t h e Leges, does n e t i n 
essence s h a r e i n t h e b o d y , a l t h o u g h he became man. A l l 
movement was f r o m t h e d i v i n e t o t h e human; i t i s t h e d i v i n e 
w h i c h i s t h e s u b j e c t , t h e i n i t i a t o r , and i t can n e v e r 
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become t h e o b j e c t o f c r e a t u r e l y a c t i o n . T h i s i s p a r t l y 
b ecause o f t h e immense e s s e n t i a l v o i d between C r e a t o r 
and c r e a t u r e w h i c h A t h a n a s i u s a d m i t s i n D I I I , and w h i c h 
d i c t a t e s n o t t h a t t h e c r e a t i o n r e a c h e s up t o t h e C r e a t o r , 
b u t t h a t t h e C r e a t o r g r a c i o u s l y s t o o p s down t o c r e a t i o n ; 
and p a r t l y because any l i f e i n c r e a t i o n , and t h e r e f o r e 
any a c t i o n , f i n d s i t s u l t i m a t e o r i g i n i n t h e P r o v i d e n t i a l 
C r e a t o r Logos. 
We t u r n now t o t h e p o i n t t h a t t h e Leges was n o t l i m i t e d 
when he became man. I n d e e d , had he been s o , he w o u l d have 
u n d e r g o n e an a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e i n t h e I n c a r -
n a t i o n , and t h u s have been no l o n g e r t h e o m n i p r e s e n t 
C r e a t o r Leges o f God. 
C e n t r a l t o A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t upon t h i s m a t t e r was 
t h e f a c t t h a t i n r e g a r d t o h i s n a t u r e t h e C r e a t o r Logos 
was r e l a t e d t o t h e assumed body i n t h e same way as he was 
t o t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n , o f w h i c h t h e body was an e s s e n t i a l 
p a r t . W h i l e t h e d i v i n e Logos was c r e a t i v e l y a c t i v e i n t h e 
w h o l e o f c r e a t i o n , o r d e r i n g and e x t e n d i n g h i s p r o v i d e n c e 
o v e r a l l , t h e r e b y g i v i n g l i f e t o a l l , s e p a r a t e l y and c o l -
l e c t i v e l y , and t h u s c o n t a i n e d c r e a t i o n , he was n o t c o n t a i n e d 
h i m s e l f by i t . F o r i n r e g a r d t o h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e h e , as 
t h e i n c o r p o r e a l C r e a t o r , was i n e s s e n c e beyond t h e w h o l e 
o f t h e c o r p o r e a l c r e a t i o n , and hence was c o m p l e t e i n a l l 
r e s p e c t s i n h i s F a t h e r o n l y , w i t h whom a l o n e t h e Leges, 
t h e Sen, had t o t a l a f f i n i t y , i n b o t h h i s a c t i v i t y and h i s 
b e i n g . On t h e e s s e n t i a l l e v e l , t h e r e f o r e , t h e r e l a t i o n 
o f t h e d i v i n e Logos t o h i s assumed body was t h e same as 
t h a t t o t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n , i n t h a t t h e assumed 
h u m a n i t y was e s s e n t i a l l y one w i t h t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n . 
Thus w h i l e t h e body was h i s own t h r o u g h h i s a p p r o p r i a t i o n 
o f i t f o r man's s a l v a t i o n , and he was i n i t , m o v i n g and 
c o n t r o l l i n g i t , g i v i n g i t l i f e and b e i n g r e v e a l e d t h r o u g h 
i t , t h e Legos was n e t bound o r e n c l o s e d by i t ; f o r he was, 
as Leges, b e y o n d c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , b e i n g o n l y a t r e s t i n t h e 
F a t h e r . 
Hence, even as t h e Legos was a c t i v e t o w a r d s e a c h and 
e v e r y p a r t o f c r e a t i o n , and y e t , i n b e i n g b e y o nd each i n 
r e g a r d t o h i s d i v i n e b e i n g , was n o t l i m i t e d i n h i s p r o -
v i d e n t i a l c a r e t o w a r d s t h a t a l o n e , b u t encompassed a l l 
c r e a t i o n i n h i s c r e a t i v e power, so t h e L o g o s , w h i l e i n 
h i s assumed h u m a n i t y and e n l i v e n i n g i t , was b e yond i t , 
and t h u s was p r o v i d e n t i a l l y a c t i v e t o a l l c r e a t i o n . C r e a t i o n 
t h e r e f o r e , was n o t d e p r i v e d o f h i s p r o v i d e n t i a l a c t i o n . 
R a t h e r , c o n t a i n i n g a l l , t h e i n c a r n a t e Logos s t i l l e n -
l i v e n e d c r e a t i o n , and s t i l l was v i s i b l e t h r o u g h h i s 
p r o v i d e n t i a l a c t i o n i n t h e w o r l d . As t h e d i v i n e L o gos, 
he was i n man and y e t i n a l l . 
Because God t h e Logos d i d n o t u n d e r g o any a l t e r a t i o n 
i n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g i n h i s I n c a r n a t i o n , and hence was n e t 
l i m i t e d b y t h e a s s u m p t i o n o f a l i m i t e d , weak bod y , b u t 
c o n t i n u e d t o c a r e f o r a l l c r e a t i o n t h r o u g h h i s p r o v i d e n c e 
t h e Legos as man was d i s t i n c t f r o m man, who was l i m i t e d 
i n h i s f i n i t u d e . F or w h i l e t h e Logos i n t h e body was 
a b l e t o i n f l u e n c e o b j e c t s e t h e r t h a n h i s own body, man, 
a b l e t o r e f l e c t upon t h o s e t h i n g s b e y o n d h i s own body , 
was n e t a b l e t o a f f e c t them. H e r e , because o f t h e Logos' 
n a t u r e w h i c h i s b e y o n d c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , l i e s a d i s t i n c t i o n 
o f p o t e n t i a l b etween t h e i n c a r n a t e d i v i n e Logos and 
c r e a t u r e l y man. 
T h a t t h e Logos was n o t l i m i t e d i n h i s power t h r o u g h 
h i s i n c a r n a t i o n i s made a g a i n i n 4 2 . 3 0 f f . Even as t h e 
Logos c o n t a i n s t h e u n i v e r s e , b e i n g p r e s e n t t o each and 
e v e r y p a r t , o r d e r i n g i t and e n l i v e n i n g i t , and t h u s 
i n v i s i b l y r e v e a l s h i m s e l f i n i t a n d t h r o u g h i t , so t h e 
Logos i s a c t i v e l y i n t h e assumed h u m a n i t y , w h i c h i s a 
p a r t o f t h e w h o l e c r e a t i o n , c o n t a i n s i t , and i s n o t 
c o n t a i n e d . The b a s i s o f t h e a r g u m e n t i n Ch. 42 i s a g a i n 
t h a t o f Ch. 17, n a m e l y t h a t , i n r e g a r d t o t h e r e s p e c t i v e 
n a t u r e s , t h e r e l a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e Logos t o h i s assumed 
h u m a n i t y , w h i c h i s an e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f t h e w h o l e o f 
c r e a t i o n , i s t h e same as h i s r e l a t i o n t o t h e w h o l e o f 
c r e a t i o n . I n d e e d , t h e s i m i l a r i t y o f r e l a t i o n s h i p s i s 
s t r e s s e d by t h e f a c t t h a t i n b o t h Ch. 17 and Ch. 42 t h e 
v e r b s u s e d t o d e s c r i b e t h e d i v i n e Logos' r e l a t i o n t o 
h i s assumed body a r e t h o s e u s e d t o d e s c r i b e h i s r e l a t i o n -
s h i p t o t h e w h o l e c r e a t i o n . T h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p o f t h e 
d i v i n e Logos t o c r e a t i o n , w h e t h e r t h e w o r l d a t l a r g e , 
o r h i s assumed h u m a n i t y , i s a l w a y s t h a t o f t h e C r e a t o r 
t o h i s c r e a t i o n , i n w h i c h t h e C r e a t o r c o n t r o l s , and i s 
n o t c o n t r o l l e d b y t h e c r e a t i o n . Y e t , w i t h i n t h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p t h e r e i s t h e p a r t i c u l a r and p e c u l i a r r e l a t i o n 
s h i p d e s i g n a t e d by idi_op_oi_ei_n and i t s c o g n a t e s . D e s p i t e 
t h e e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e Logos and h i s b o d y , 
t h e r e i s t h a t p e c u l i a r and i n d i v i d u a l r e l a t i o n s h i p o f 
a s s u m p t i o n . T h a t t h e Logos was n o t l i m i t e d by h i s 
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i n c a r n a t i o n i s f u r t h e r s t r e s s e d by an image: a human 
m i n d , w h i c h i s p r e s e n t t h r o u g h o u t t h e w h o l e o f a man, 
i s known by a p a r t o f t h e body, t h e t o n g u e . T h a t , 
h o w ever, does n o t mean t h a t t h e n a t u r e o f t h e m i n d i s 
t h e r e b y d i m i n i s h e d . Even so t h e d i v i n e Logos i s p r e s e n t 
t h r o u g h o u t t h e w h o l e o f c r e a t i o n , and y e t i s known t h r o u g h 
a p a r t o f t h a t w h o l e , t h e assumed h u m a n i t y . S i m i l a r l y , 
t h a t does n o t mean t h a t t h e b e i n g , and t h e r e f o r e t h e 
p ower, o f t h e d i v i n e Logos i s t h e r e b y d i m i n i s h e d . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e c l e a r t h a t t h e i m p l i c a t i o n d e r i v e d 
f r o m t h e p r e s e n t t e n s e s u s e d t o d e s c r i b e t h e d i v i n i t y o f t h e 
Logos, t h a t he was e t e r n a l l y i m m u t a b l e , and t h a t t h e r e f o r e 
t h e Logos u n d e r w e n t no a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e i n 
h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , was r i g h t l y t a k e n up. F o r i t seems t h a t 
w h i l e t h e Logos t r u l y became man, he r e m a i n e d e t e r n a l l y 
and i m m u t a b l y God, b e i n g by n a t u r e i m p a s s i b l e , i m m o r t a l 
and i n c o r r u p t i b l e . He was t h e r e f o r e no t l i m i t e d i n h i s 
b e c o m i n g f i n i t e man, a l t h o u g h he h u m b l e d h i m s e l f f o r t h e 
s a l v a t i o n o f m a n k i n d . 
M o v i n g f r o m t h e d i v i n i t y o f t h e L o gos, we t u r n t o t h e 
i n c a r n a t i o n i t s e l f . To d e s c r i b e t h e h u m a n i t y w h i c h t h e 
Logos t h e r e i n assumed, A t h a n a s i u s u s e s many p h r a s e s and 
c l a u s e s , t o t h e s t u d y o f w h i c h we now t u r n . 
The i n c a r n a t i o n A t h a n a s i u s d e s c r i b e s i n h i s D I i n 
two main manners: i t i s t h a t i n w h i c h t h e d i v i n e Logos 
becomes s o m e t h i n g i n h i m s e l f , and t h a t i n w h i c h he assumes 
s o m e t h i n g f r o m b e y o n d h i m s e l f t o h i m s e l f . 
I n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n t h e d i v i n e Logos became man ( 2 1 ) . 
He d w e l t among men, s h a r i n g t h e i r l i v e s . As a r e s u l t o f 
t h i s b e c o m i n g man, and a l s o as a p r o o f o f i t s r e a l i t y , 
t h e d i v i n e Logos as man was t h e r e f o r e b o r n , l i v e d , s u f f e r e d 
and d i e d . W h i l e h o w e ver t h e d i v i n e Logos d i d t r u l y become 
man, and t h u s e n t e r e d i n t o t h e f i n i t e and human r e a l m , he 
d i d n o t cease t o be God. He was man; y e t he was n o t m e r e l y 
man. He was a l s o God: "he was n o t m e r e l y a man, b u t God, 
even t h e Logos and Wisdom o f t h e t r u e G o d " ( 2 2 ) . I n t e r e s t i n g l y 
e n ough, he who i s so d e s c r i b e d as n o t b e i n g m e r e l y a man, 
b u t God, i s n o t d e s c r i b e d i n t h e J o h a n n i n e manner. The "he 
became f l e s h " , w h i c h i s so f r e q u e n t an i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
f o r m u l a i n C. A r . 1-3, i s m i s s i n . g f r o m t h e CG-DI. 
E q u a l l y , i n b e c o m i n g i n c a r n a t e , t h e d i v i n e and i n -
c o r p o r e a l Logos t o o k t o h i m s e l f a c r e a t u r e l y body ( 2 3 ) . 
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The body w h i c h he t h u s had ( 2 4 ) , and w h i c h he t h u s b o r e 
( 2 5 ) was a l s o d e s c r i b e d i n t e r m s o f t h a t w i t h w h i c h t h e 
Logos was c l o t h e d and t h a t i n w h i c h he d w e l t : t h e Logos 
p u t on a body ( 2 6 ) ; he i n d w e l t t h e t e m p l e w h i c h was h i s 
h u m a n i t y ( 2 7 ) . The image o f " b e i n g c l o t h e d w i t h a b o dy" 
i s one w h i c h r e f l e c t s t r a d i t i o n a l e c c l e s i a s t i c a l l a n g u a g e 
c o n c e r n i n g t h e I n c a r n a t i o n . I t m a i n t a i n s a n e c e s s a r y d i s -
t i n c t i o n between the d i v i n e L o gos, who i s t h e s u b j e c t 
c l o t h e d , and t h e assumed bod y , t h e c l o t h i n g . Y e t i t a l s o 
c o n v e y s t h e i d e a o f t h e c l o s e n e s s o f t h e u n i o n between t h e 
t w o . C e r t a i n l y t h e r e i s no need t o see h e r e any h i n t o f 
d o c e t i s m , as t h o u g h t h e Logos a p p e a r e d t h r o u g h a v e i l o f 
h u m a n i t y , b e i n g c l o t h e d w i t h i t . F o r " t o be c l o t h e d " i s 
u s e d i n a r i c h and v a r i e d m e t a p h o r i c a l manner i n LXX ( 2 8 ) 
i n t h e N.T. ( 2 9 ) and i n e x t r a - b i b l i c a l Greek ( 3 0 ) , as i s 
i t s e q u i v a l e n t i n L a t i n , i n d u e r e ( 3 1 ) . The usage o f 
c l o t h i n g o n e s e l f i n s t r e n g t h , r i g h t e o u s n e s s , g l o r y and 
s a l v a t i o n c a r r i e s no s u g g e s t i o n o f p u t t i n g on a mask. 
The i d i o m r a t h e r r e f e r s t o an a c t i n w h i c h one e n t e r s 
i n t o a c t u a l r e l a t i o n s . I n d e e d , i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t 
C h r y s o s t o m ( 3 2 ) n o t e s t h a t e n d u s a s t h a i t i n a was t h a t u s e d 
i n h i s t i m e i n a sense s i m i l a r t o t h a t c f t h e E n g l i s h i d i o m 
" t o be w r a p p e d up i n someone". Hence " t o be c l o t h e d w i t h 
a b c d y / f l e s h " c o n v e y s t h e i d e a o f t h e d i s t i n c t i o n o f t h e 
Logos and t h e assumed h u m a n i t y , and y e t p o i n t s t o t h e t o t a l 
e m b r a c i n g c f t h e c r e a t u r e l y by t h e d i v i n e . The image o f 
t h e Logos i n d w e l l i n g h i s assumed b o d y , a d e s c r i p t i o n drawn 
f r o m John 2 . 1 9 , 2 1 , i s a g a i n a common b i b l i c a l e x p r e s s i o n 
f o r t h e v e r y r e a l p r e s e n c e o f God t o a p e r s o n . I t ex -
p r e s s e s t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f God t o a p e r s o n . C e r t a i n l y , 
i n t h i s c o n t e x t i t does n o t d i c t a t e a p a r t i c u l a r an-
t h r o p o l o g i c a l u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e . 
T h r o u g h t h e d i v i n e Logos h a v i n g become man by t h e 
a s s u m p t i o n o f a b o d y , t h e r e i s r e f l e c t e d b o t h a r e l a t i o n -
s h i p o f i n t i m a c y and o f d i s t i n c t i o n w i t h i n t h e i n c a r n a t i o n . 
The r e l a t i o n o f i n t i m a c y c o i n c i d e s w i t h t h e Logos' 
b e c o m i n g man i n h i m s e l f and t h a t o f d i s t i n c t i o n w i t h h i s 
a s s u m p t i o n o f a body f r o m b e y o nd h i m s e l f t o h i m s e l f . 
T h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p o f i n t i m a c y i s r e f l e c t e d b o t h i n t h e 
d i v i n e Logos' b e i n g w i t h men, and i n h i s b e i n g p r e s e n t t o 
h i s h u m a n i t y . The v e r b s e i n a i , ( 3 3 ) , g e n e s t h a i ( 3 4 ) , 
s u n e i n a i ( 3 5 ) and E a r e i n a i ( 3 6 ) d e s c r i b e t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p . 
Two nouns f u l f i l l t h e same f u n c t i o n : d i a g c g e and e g i b a s i s °° 
and c o g n a t e s ( 3 7 ) . These v e r b s and nouns a r e r a t h e r 
i n t e r e s t i n g . F or two o f them a r e u s e d e l s e w h e r e i n 
c o n t e x t s w h i c h t h r e w seme l i g h t upon t h e i r use h e r e : 
a n c i a r e f o u n d n o t o n l y d e s c r i b i n g t h e 
r e l a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e Logos t o h i s assumed h u m a n i t y , 
b u t a l s o t h a t o f t h e d i v i n e Leges t o t h e c o r p o r e a l 
w o r l d ( 3 8 ) . M e a n w h i l e s u n e i n a i i s u s e d i n 8.4 and 17.26 
t o d e s c r i b e t h e s u p r e m e l y i n t i m a t e r e l a t i o n o f t h e Logos, 
t h e Son, t o h i s F a t h e r , God, and i n 8.23 t o d e s c r i b e a 
man's c o n j u g a l r e l a t i o n t o a woman. 
As a r e s u l t o f t h e Logos' b e i n g p r e s e n t i n t h e assumed 
h u m a n i t y , t h e h u m a n i t y s h a r e s i n t h e Leges' g r a c e . I t 
s h o u l d , h o w e v e r , be n o t e d t h a t t h i s i s a "one way" 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n . F o r t h e Le g o s , w h i l e b e i n g i n c r e a t i o n 
t h r o u g h t h e i n c a r n a t i o n , d i d n o t p a r t a k e o f a l l . The 
Logos t h e r e f o r e g i v e s o f h i m s e l f t o t h e w a n t i n g b o d y , 
an e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f t h e m a t e r i a l w o r l d , b u t y e t r e m a i n s 
i m m u t a b l y t h e d i v i n e L o g o s , l a c k i n g n o t h i n g . A n o t h e r 
d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h i s " s h a r i n g " i s p r o v i d e d b y t h e v e r b 
s u m p l e k e i n . The assumed body i s e n t w i n e d by L i f e even 
as i t once was e n s n a r e d i n c o r r u p t i o n and d e a t h . C o n t e n t 
i s g i v e n t o t h i s " s h a r i n g " o f t h e h u m a n i t y i n t h e Legos 
by t h e v e r b s k i n e i n » k r a t e i n , p h o t i z e i n , e n e r g e i n and z o o p o i e i n . 
I t i s n o t e w o r t h y t h a t t h i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s n e t t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d as r e f e r r i n g t o " n a t u r e " a t a l l . F o r t h e assumed 
h u m a n i t y dees n e t s h a r e b y n a t u r e i n t h e d i v i n e L o g o s , 
t h e i m p a s s i b l e v o i d o f t h e ' c r e a t u r e - C r e a t o r ' f o r b i d d i n g 
t h a t . R a t h e r i t i s seen i n t e r m s o f t h e body s h a r i n g 
i n t h e e n l i v e n i n g power o f t h e Logos. A l s o w o r t h n o t i n g 
i s t h a t t h e s e v e r b s a r e n o t t o be seen p r i m a r i l y , i f a t 
a l l , as a s s e r t i n g a p a r t i c u l a r t y p e o f a n t h r o p o l o g y f o r 
t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e , b u t as s t a t i n g t h e manner i n w h i c h 
t h e assumed h u m a n i t y e x i s t s i n , and o n l y i n , t h e d i v i n e 
L e g es, t h e L i f e . F o r i t i s o n l y t h r o u g h t h e c r e a t i o n 
s h a r i n g i n t h e Lo g o s , who i s t r u l y f r o m t h e F a t h e r , t h a t 
i t i s s a v e d f r o m f a l l i n g b ack i n t o t h a t n i h i l f r o m w h i c h 
i t was c r e a t e d . T h i s s h a r i n g o f c r e a t i o n i n t h e d i v i n e 
Logos i s e x p l a i n e d i n t e r m s c f t h e Logos b e i n g i t s 
d i r e c t i v e f o r c e . The L e g e s , t h r o u g h h i s ere a t i o _ c o n t i n u a , 
moves, d i r e c t s , e n l i v e n s and e n l i g h t e n s t h e cosmos. These 
same v e r b s , as we have s e e n , a r e a l s o u s e d o f t h e s h a r i n g 
o f t h e assumed body i n t h e Logos. Thus j u s t as t h e Leges 
a c t s as t h e d i r e c t i v e and e n l i v e n i n g p r i n c i p l e t o t h e 
w o r l d , so he does t o t h e assumed h u m a n i t y . E i t h e r t h e 
v e r y same v e r b s , o r t h e i r synonyms, a r e t h e r e f o r e u s e d 
i n e x a c t l y t h e same sense c f C h r i s t ' s body and t h e 
c r e a t u r e l y w c r l d , c f w h i c h t h e f o r m e r i s an e s s e n t i a l 
p a r t . M o r e o v e r , s e v e r a l c f t h e same v e r b s a r e a g a i n 
t a k e n up i n t h e A t h a n a s i a n use c f A c t s 17.28, w h i c h has 
f o r i t s p o i n t c f r e f e r e n c e t h e dependence upon t h e Leges, 
th e L i f e , t h a t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s has f c r i t s e x i s t e n c e . 
T h a t i s n o t t o s a y , h o w e v e r , t h a t t h e r e i s no 
d i f f e r e n c e between t h e a c t s c f c r e a t i o n and c f i n c a r -
n a t i o n . S i n c e t h e C r e a t o r Logos o f Gcd r e m a i n s s u c h 
w h i l e y e t b e c o m i n g man, h i s r e l a t i o n i n r e s p e c t c f h i s 
d i v i n e n a t u r e r e m a i n s t h e same i n I n c a r n a t i o n as i t was 
i n c r e a t i o n . Y e t w h e r e a s i n c r e a t i o n t h e d i v i n e Logcs 
r e m a i n e d e v e r a g a i n s t c r e a t i o n , b e i n g i n v o l v e d i n i t 
o n l y i n a c r e a t i v e manner, i n t h e I n c a r n a t i o n t h e Logcs 
was s t i l l so i n v o l v e d , b u t was a l s o i n t e g r a l l y i n v o l v e d 
i n i t i n t h a t he made h i s own a p a r t c f t h a t c r e a t i o n , an 
human b o d y , and i n t h a t he became man. 
T h i s i n t i m a t e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f t h e d i v i n e Logos t o 
h i s assumed h u m a n i t y I s a l s o seen i n t h e a l t e r i n g o f 
t h e i n c a r n a t i c n a l image o f t h e Logos' p u t t i n g on a b o d y , 
i n t o an image c f s a l v a t i o n : " t h e body p u t on t h e i n c o r p o r e a l 
Logos o f God, and t h u s no l o n g e r f e a r s d e a t h o r c o r r u p t i o n , 
h a v i n g L i f e i t s e l f as a c o v e r i n g , by w h i c h c o r r u p t i o n i s 
d e s t r o y e d " ( 4 0 ) . The a l t e r n a t i n g c f t h e d i v i n e Logos and 
c f t h e body as t h e s u b j e c t and o b j e c t c f t h e v e r b " t o p u t 
o n " p o i n t s t o t h e i n t i m a c y whence t h e body's s a l v a t i o n 
s temmed. 
The r e l a t i o n s h i p c f d i s t i n c t i o n , m e a n w h i l e , i s 
e q u a l l y m a n i f e s t . F o r t h e body i s t h a t w h i c h t h e d i v i n e 
L ogcs n e v e r became, t h e body a l w a y s r e m a i n i n g t h e o b j e c t 
o f t h e Legos' a s s u m p t i o n . I t i s t h a t w h i c h t h e Logos t o o k 
t o h i m s e l f , a c l a u s e w h i c h s a f e g u a r d s t h e d i s t i n c t i o n o f 
t h e Logcs i n h i s d i v i n i t y and i n h i s h u m a n i t y , e n s u r i n g 
t h a t t h e c l a u s e " t o become man" i s n e t u n d e r s t o o d i n 
t e r m s o f a coming i n t o b e i n g , o r an a l t e r a t i o n i n t h e 
i m m u t a b l e n a t u r e c f t h e Logos. A g a i n , t h e body i s t h a t 
w h i c h t h e Logcs uses ( 4 1 ) , i t b e i n g t h e c r g a n c n t h r o u g h 
w h i c h t h e Logcs became man t o r e v e a l h i m s e l f ( 4 2 ) . I t 
was t h a t i n w h i c h t h e d i v i n e Logcs s o j o u r n e d ( 4 3 ) even 
t h o u g h n o t b e i n g n a t u r a l l y " a t home" i n h i s b o d y . 
50. 
The r e a s o n f o r t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n l i e s i n t h e Leges 
b e i n g t h e c r e a t o r , and t h e h u m a n i t y b e i n g t h e c r e a t u r e , 
t h e f o r m e r b e i n g e s s e n t i a l l y o t h e r t h a n t h e l a t t e r . T h a t 
t h e one i s e s s e n t i a l l y d i s t i n c t f r c m t h e o t h e r i s c l e a r . 
For t h e d i v i n e Leges was he who f a s h i o n e d and c r e a t e d 
t h i s body f o r h i m s e l f o f Mary ( 4 4 ) . I n d e e d , i t i s t h i s 
b o d y w h i c h was c r e a t e d p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r t h e Logos; i t 
e x i s t e d and was c o m p l e t e i n h i m . I n f a c t , i t seems t h a t 
a p a r t f r o m t h e c r e a t i v e a c t o f t h e Logos i n a s s u m i n g i t , 
t h a t human body w o u l d n o t have e x i s t e d . I t f o l l o w s t h e r e -
f o r e t h a t t h e d i v i n e Legos i s t h e b e s t o w e r o f l i f e , and 
t h a t the body i s t h a t d e p e n d e n t f o r i t s e x i s t e n c e upon 
t h e Legos. I n e t h e r w o r d s , t h e Leges i s t h e s u b j e c t , 
and t h e g i v e r , w h i l e t h e bedy i s t h e o b j e c t and t h e 
r e c i p i e n t . Hence, w h i l e t h e body r e c e i v e s c f t h e d i v i n e 
L e g e s , t h e Logos, as t h e u l t i m a t e s u b j e c t and b e s t c w e r , 
c a n n o t become t h e r e c i p i e n t a t t h e hands c f t h e h u m a n i t y . 
The d i v i n e and i m m a t e r i a l Leges b y d e f i n i t i o n c a n n o t 
become t h e bedy. 
The v e r b s u s e d i n t h e D I t o d e s c r i b e t h e i n c a r n a t i o n 
seem t h e r e f o r e t c p o i n t t o t h e f a c t t h a t t h e assumed 
h u m a n i t y , h o w ever c o n c e i v e d , was t r u l y b o r n e by t h e d i v i n e 
L e g o s , w i t h o u t h i s h a v i n g t h e n a l t e r e d i n h i s v e r y n a t u r e . 
They p o i n t t c t h e s p e c i a l n a t u r e o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p c f 
t h e C r e a t o r Leges t c h i s own c r e a t u r e l y h u m a n i t y . The 
v e r b s do, h o w e v e r , a l s o make c e r t a i n i m p l i c a t i o n s r e g a r d i n g 
t h e h u m a n i t y i t s e l f . The body i s c o n t i n g e n t , e x i s t i n g 
o n l y i n and t h r o u g h t h e p r o v i d e n t i a l c a r e c f t h e Leges. 
I n d e e d , i t seems t h a t a p a r t f r o m t h e a c t o f t h e Logos i n 
a s s u m i n g i t , t h e human body w o u l d n o t have e x i s t e d . More 
i n t e r e s t i n g l y , t h e v e r b s e f c r e a t i n g , i n t h e i r C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
u s e , a r e u s e d o n l y w i t h soma, and n o t an thrcp_o s . T h i s , 
c o u p l e d w i t h t h e f a c t t h a t t h e v e r b s , k i _ n e i n , z c o j o o i e i n , 
k r a t e i n and p_hctize i _ n , v e r b s u s e d i n Ch. 17 and 41-43 t c 
r e l a t e t h e c r e a t i v e Logos t c t h e c r e a t u r e l y w o r l d , a r e 
u s e d i n t h e same c h a p t e r t c d e s c r i b e t h e r e l a t i o n c f t h e 
Legos t c h i s c r e a t u r e l y b e d y , s u g g e s t s t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
may use body t c c o n n o t e e s p e c i a l l y t h a t w h i c h r e l a t e s a 
man t o t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n e s s e n t i a l l y . 
M o r e o v e r , t h e r e seems t o be a d i s t i n c t i o n between 
§Hy2££E2£ a n c l soma, r e v e a l e d t h r o u g h t h e v e r b s u s e d t c 
r e l a t e them s e p a r a t e l y t c t h e Logos. The Logos became 
man, b u t n e v e r b c d y , w h i l e t h e Leges assumed a bedy , b u t 
n e v e r a man. I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t w h i l e t h e bcdy may 
be a " p o s s e s s i o n " c f someone, t h e man c a n n o t . I t i s a 
mere op e n , e n i g m a t i c q u a l i t y . C o n s e q u e n t l y t h e Leges' 
b e c o m i n g man d e n o t e s a " b e c o m i n g " o f t h e Logcs h i m s e l f , 
i n an a c t w h i c h a f f e c t s h i m p e r s o n a l l y , w h i l e t h e Logos' 
t a k i n g h u m a n i t y d e n o t e s an a c t i o n c f t h e Leges w h i c h 
a f f e c t s s o m e t h i n g " e x t e r n a l " , a l t h o u g h r e l a t e d t o 
h i m s e l f . T h i s d i s t i n c t i o n seems t o be p a r t c f t h e t h i n k i n g 
t h a t a s s e r t s t h a t t h e b c d y i s p a r t i c u l a r l y r e l a t e d t c 
t h e m a t e r i a l c r e a t i o n , and t h a t man i s r e l a t e d t c Gcd i n 
h i s b e i n g " i n t h e image c f God". 
A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man as soma and 
§D.itircp_cs depends upon s u c h a c r u c i a l d u a l i t y . F c r 
Man was c r e a t e d i n b c t h an e s s e n t i a l and a r a t i o n a l 
s e n s e ; he had b c t h a b c d y and a s o u l . F c r , a l o n g w i t h 
t h e r e s I c f c r e a t i o n he was c r e a t e d by t h e F a t h e r t h r o u g h 
t h e Logos f r o m n o t h i n g . Y e t he a l o n e c f c r e a t i o n was 
a l s c c r e a t e d ' i n t h e image c f Gcd'. T h i s d u a l i t y i s n e t , 
h o w e v e r , t h e s c i e n t i f i c one c f Greek p h i l o s o p h y , i n w h i c h 
man, a c o m p o s i t e c f b c d y and s o u l , i s c o n s i d e r e d as man 
p_er_se . R a t h e r , A t h a n a s i u s u n d e r s t o o d man as home 
£^lij^icsus > s e e i n g h i m i n a dyna m i c r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h Gcd, 
as a c r e a t u r e who i s i n t h e image o f Gcd. I t i s t h e r e f o r e 
w i t h i n t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e o f man as c r e a t e d i n 
Gcd r a t h e r t h a n as a b i o l o g i c a l e n t i t y , t h a t we must 
c o n s i d e r t h e an t h r c p _ c s w h i c h t h e Logos became i n a s s u m i n g 
h i s soma. 
I n h i s c r e a t i o n f r o m n o t h i n g , w h e r e b y he s h a r e s i n 
c r e a t i o n ' s i n s t a b i l i t y , man was one w i t h t h e r e s t c f 
c r e a t i o n . T h e r e f o r e , l i k e t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n , he was 
by n a t u r e m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e . He was weak and 
d i s s o l u b l e because c f t h e n a t u r e c f h i s e x i s t e n c e and 
t h e r e f o r e , l i k e t h e r e s t c f c r e a t i o n , he was n e t a b l e t c 
p e r s i s t f c r e v e r . T h i s e s s e n t i a l u n i t y c f man and 
c r e a t u r e s i s made a g a i n i n D I . l l . Man, b e i n g c r e a t e d f r o m 
n o t h i n g , and b e i n g f a s h i o n e d w i t h a b c d y , d i f f e r e d i n no 
way f r o m i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s , b u t was one by n a t u r e . F c r 
i t i s o n l y i n man b e i n g l c g i _ k c s - w h i c h i s h i s r a t i o n a l i t y 
and s p i r i t u a l i t y d e r i v i n g f r o m t h e Leges - t h a t man d i f f e r s 
f r c m i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s . I n d e e d , i t i s t h i s e s s e n t i a l 
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u n i t y c f t h e c r e a t u r e l y body c f man and c f c r e a t i o n t h a t 
f o r m s t h e b a s i s f c r A t h a n a s i u s ' a r g u m e n t i n D I . 4 1 f f . f c r 
t h e p r o p r i e t y o f t h e Leges' i n c a r n a t i o n . T h i s same oneness 
i n c r e a t u r e l i n e s s m o r e o v e r f o r m s t h e b a s i s f o r t h e 
common d i s t i n c t i o n c f man and c r e a t i o n f r o m t h e i n c o r p o r e a l 
Logos, where c o r p o r e a l i t y i s t h e mark o f t h e c r e a t u r e l y 
w o r l d , and i n c o r p c r e a l i t y t h a t c f t h e s p i r i t u a l . Thus 
i t i s t h a t we have t h e c o n t r a s t i n CG.2-3 between " s e n s u a l 
t h i n g s and a l l b o d i l y i m p r e s s i o n s " and " t h e d i v i n e and 
i n t e l l i g i b l e r e a l i t i e s i n h e a v e n " , b e t w e e n " t h e body" and 
"God", and bet w e e n "what was c l o s e r - and what was c l o s e r 
was t h e body and i t s s e n s a t i o n s " and " t h e b e t t e r t h i n g s 
and i n t e l l i g i b l e r e a l i t y " . 
Man, as a n t h r o g e s , was however d i s t i n c t f r o m t h e 
r e s t c f c r e a t i o n . F or man was made i n t h e image o f God. 
He was g i v e n t o s h a r e i n t h e Legos' p o w e r , and t o become 
r a t i o n a l , t h e r e i n d i f f e r i n g f r o m i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s i n 
k n o w i n g more t h a n j u s t t e r r e s t r i a l o b j e c t s , and i n 
r e m a i n i n g i n f e l i c i t y i n t h e k n o w l e d g e c f God t h e F a t h e r 
t h r o u g h t h e Son. He was u n i q u e among c r e a t u r e s i n t h i s 
r a t i o n a l i t y , w h i c h was seen b o t h i n h i s c r i t i c a l s e l f -
d i s c i p l i n e , and i n h i s i n t i m a t e r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h t h e 
Godhead. Thus w h i l e i n t h e body man was e s s e n t i a l l y 
d i s t i n c t f r o m t h e i n c o r p o r e a l God, i n h i s r a t i o n a l i t y 
he was b o l d t o a p p r o a c h God, t o l i v e t h e d i v i n e l i f e i n 
and t h r o u g h God's g r a c e . 
The same c o n t r a s t w i t h i n man i s b r i e f l y s u m m a r i s e d 
i n D I 4.26-29: " f c r man i s by n a t u r e m o r t a l i n t h a t he 
was c r e a t e d f r o m n o t h i n g . B u t because c f h i s l i k e n e s s 
t o h i m who e x i s t s , i f he had k e p t t h i s t h r o u g h c o n -
t e m p l a t i n g God, he w o u l d have b l u n t e d h i s n a t u r a l 
c o r r u p t i o n and w o u l d have r e m a i n e d i n c o r r u p t i b l e " . The 
c o n t r a s t i s b r o u g h t c u t by t h e "men de " and 
t h e n e m p h a s i s e d by t h e p o i n t e d r e f e r e n c e t o man's c o r -
p o r e a l i t y , and t o h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p i n t h e image c f God. 
B e i n g c r e a t e d f r o m n o t h i n g , he i s c r e a t u r e l y and m o r t a l . 
However, i n h i s l i k e n e s s t c God, he d u l l s h i s c o r r u p t i o n , 
b e c o m i n g i n c o r r u p t i b l e t h r o u g h t h e g r a c e o f God. Thus 
man i s b o t h n o t h i n g and y e t e v e r y t h i n g , an i d e a w h i c h 
r e c a l l s t h e P s a l m i s t ' s w o r d s o f Ps.8. 4-5. 
Man, t h e r e f o r e , must be seen b o t h i n r e l a t i o n t c 
c r e a t i o n and t o Gcd. B e i n g c r e a t e d e x _ n i h i l o , he i s 
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e s s e n t i a l l y one w i t h t h e r e s t c f c r e a t i o n i n t h e i r 
ccmmcn weakness and f i n i t u d e , and i n t h e i r m a r k e d 
c o n t r a s t w i t h t h e i r C r e a t o r , Gcd. Y e t man i s a l s o d i s t i n c t 
f r o m t h e r e s t c f c r e a t i o n i n b e i n g r a t i o n a l , a r e l a t i o n -
s h i p w i t h Gcd marked by mercy and g r a c e , as i n d e e d i t had 
t c be, g i v e n t h e r a d i c a l g u l f between c r e a t u r e s and 
C r e a t o r , and t h e i n n a t e weakness c f t h e c r e a t e d , t h e r e b y 
m a k i n g i t i m p o s s i b l e f o r man t o r e a c h i n and t h r o u g h 
h i m s e l f t o Gcd. 
T h i s same d u a l i t y w i t h i n man, i n h i s r e l a t i o n t c 
c r e a t i o n and t o God, i s t o be seen a g a i n i n CG .30-34. 
T h i s seems t c be t h e case d e s p i t e t h e t h e s i s o f L o u t h . 
For t h e d i f f e r e n c e s t o w h i c h L o u t h r e f e r s i n h i s a r t i c l e 
"The c o n c e p t o f t h e s o u l i n A t h a n a s i u s ' C o n t r a Gentes -
De I n c a r n a t i o n e " ( 4 5 ) a p p e a r t c be d i f f e r e n c e s c f 
emphasis and n e t o f c o n t e n t . ( 4 6 ) 
These c h a p t e r s have i n t h e p a s t been i n t e r p r e t e d 
a n t h r e p e l o g i c a l l y . I f i t were r i g h t t c do s o , we s h o u l d 
have h e r e a v e r y d i f f e r e n t p i c t u r e t c t h e t h e o l o g i c a l 
cr.e c f t h e D I w h i c h we have j u s t c o n s i d e r e d . Y e t i t 
seems n e t r i g h t t c i n t e r p r e t t h e s e c h a p t e r s s o . Ch. 30 
o f t h e CG i s a t u r n i n g p o i n t i n t h e a r g u m e n t o f A t h a n a s i u s ' 
b o c k : e v i l has been shown t o be n o t h i n g o t h e r t h a n e r r o r 
i n men's l i v e s . M o r e o v e r , t h i s e r r o r i s a c u l p a b l e e r r o r . 
F o r man has w i t h i n h i m s e l f t h e way c f t r u t h t h a t w i l l b r i n g 
h i m t c t h e t r u e Gcd; and t h i s way i s none e t h e r t h a n each 
man's s o u l and t h e m i n d w i t h i n i t . L e s t , h o w e v e r , i m p i o u s 
man s t i l l make e x c u s e s and r e f u s e t o a d m i t t h a t t h e y have 
a s o u l , t h i n k i n g t h a t man i s n o t h i n g mere t h a n t h e 
v i s i b l e f o r m c f t h e b o d y , A t h a n a s i u s t u r n s t o t h e t a s k 
o f s h o w i n g b r i e f l y t h a t e ach man has a s o u l , w h i c h i s 
r a t i o n a l . Ch. 30-34 a r e n e t t h e r e f o r e an a t t e m p t by 
A t h a n a s i u s t o shew t h a t man has a s o u l , u n d e r s t o o d as a 
p h y s i o l c g i c a l e n t i t y o p p o s e d t o h i s b o d y , b u t t c e s t a b l i s h 
t h a t man has w i t h i n h i m s e l f t h e a b i l i t y t c c o n t e m p l a t e 
and a p p r e h e n d God t h r o u g h h i s l o g i c a l s o u l , and t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t man has no p r e t e x t f c r h i s g o d l e s s n e s s . Ch. 30-34 
ar e t h u s an a t t e m p t t o shew t h a t man i s c a g a x ^ D e i , and 
t h e r e f o r e must be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a t h e o l o g i c a l , r a t h e r 
t h a n a p h y s i c l c g i c a l , manner. 
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A c c o r d i n g t c A t h a n a s i u s , t h e abcve h e r e t i c a l p o s i t i o n 
a s s e r t e d t h a t man had nc r a t i o n a l s o u l , b u t was s i m p l y 
t h e v i s i b l e f o r m c f t h e b e d y . The e r t h e d e x p o s i t i o n , 
h o w e v e r , c o u n t e r e d by s t a t i n g t h a t w h i l e man h a d a 
m a t e r i a l body, he was mere t h a n m e r e l y m a t e r i a l , he was 
b o t h p y s i c a l , t c be c o n s i d e r e d e s s e n t i a l l y , and s p i r i t u a l , 
o r c a g a x _ D e i . He was n e t o n l y a c r e a t u r e i n r e l a t i o n t o 
o t h e r c r e a t u r e s , as he w o u l d have been i f he were o n l y 
body; he was a c r e a t u r e i n a g r a c i o u s r e l a t i o n t c h i s 
d i v i n e C r e a t o r . The c o n t r a s t c f CG . 30-34 i s n e t t h e r e -
f e r e t h a t between body and s c u l as a n t h r e p e l e g i c a l 
e n t i t i e s , b u t between twe d i f f e r e n t c o n c e p t s c f man, t h a t 
w h i c h sees h i m as bedy o n l y , and t h a t w h i c h sees h i m as 
a p s y c h e - s o m a t i c u n i t y , between t h a t w h i c h sees man as 
i!2£§£S2._S§.i a r"^ t h a t w h i c h v i e w s h i m as ca2ax_Dei t h r o u g h 
h i s r a t i o n a l i t y w h i c h he g r a c i o u s l y r e c e i v e s o f t h e Logos. 
Ch. 31 i s t h e c h a p t e r w h i c h p o r t r a y s b o t h man's 
oneness w i t h , and y e t d i s t i n c t i o n f r o m , t h e r e s t c f 
a n i m a l s most c l e a r l y , For i t d e m o n s t r a t e s t h a t man i s 
one w i t h i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s i n t h e i r common n a t u r e , and 
y e t t h a t he i s s u p e r i o r t c them i n h i s r a t i o n a l i t y . I n 
o t h e r w o r d s , man b o t h has a body and i s r a t i o n a l ; a n d i t 
i s t c d e m o n s t r a t e t h i s t h a t t h i s c h a p t e r s e t s c u t t c do. 
I r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s see w h a t i s a t h a n d , and make f c r 
w h at t h e y s e e , even i f t h e y t h e r e b y ccme t o harm. Man, 
i n cemmen w i t h t h e i r r a t i c n a l c r e a t u r e s , sees what i s a t 
h a n d , b u t , i n c o n t r a s t , dees n e t r u s h upon i t , b u t j u d g e s 
i t l e s t he ccme t c harm. Man t h e r e f o r e s h a r e s t h e s e n s u a l 
s e n s a t i o n s o f a n i m a l s , b u t , u n l i k e them, a p p l i e s t c t h e s e 
h i s h i g h e r , c r i t i c a l , l o g i c a l a p p r e c i a t i o n . Ch. 31 
t h e r e f o r e seems t o see man i n h i s body as e s s e n t i a l l y 
one w i t h a n i m a l s , t h e i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s , s h a r i n g t h e i r 
p h y s i c a l i t y . On t h e e t h e r h a n d , i t seems t c v i e w man i n 
h i s r a t i o n a l i t y , a f a c u l t y p e c u l i a r t c man, as a c r i t i c a l 
b e i n g , s u p e r i o r t o t h e r e s t c f c r e a t i o n . 
The d u a l i t y c f man i s f u r t h e r s t r e s s e d i n Ch. 3 2 f f . 
For w h i l e t h e man i n h i s bedy i s f i n i t e and l i m i t e d , m c r t a l 
and t r a n s i t o r y , i n h i s s o u l man i s f r e e s p a c i a l l y , and 
i s i m m o r t a l . 
As w i t h t h e D I , sc CG. 3 0 f f . p c i n t s t c man as a 
d i c h c t c m c u s b e i n g ; he i s made up c f a m c r t a l bedy and an 
55. 
i m m o r t a l s o u l . T h i s h o w e v e r does n o t amount t c an 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l p i c t u r e c f man. F c r t c s a y t h a t man 
i s b o dy and s o u l i s n e t t c make a p h y s i o l o g i c a l , b u t 
a t h e o l o g i c a l s t a t e m e n t . I t i s t c say t h a t a l t h o u g h man 
s h a r e s e s s e n t i a l l y i n t h e c r e a t u r e l y r e a l m , he a l s o 
t r a n s c e n d s i t , t h u s communing w i t h t h e s u p e r n a t u r a l and 
s p i r i t u a l ; "body" i s man's c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , w h i c h i s 
in£ap_ax_Dei , w h i l e t h e " r a t i o n a l s o u l " i s man c a g a x _ D e i . 
Man's body i s t h e r e f o r e h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s ; i t 
i s t h a t w h i c h u n i t e s h i m i n c r e a t i o n . I t i s n e t t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t w h i c h s e p a r a t e s one man f r o m a n o t h e r , b u t t h a t w h i c h 
b i n d s them t o g e t h e r i n t h e i r common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . 
C o n f i r m a t i o n c f t h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man's body seems 
t c l i e i n A t h a n a s i u s ' t r e a t m e n t c f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h . C e r t a i n l y 
C h r i s t ' s d e a t h was h i s own d e a t h , s u f f e r e d on b e h a l f c f 
a l l men. I n d e e d , t h e i n d i v i d u a l i t y c f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i s 
c o n f i r m e d by h i s h u m a n i t y b e i n g i n d i v i d u a l , b e i n g one 
body . Y e t w h i l e t h e r e i s t h e e m p h a s i s upon t h e u n i q u e 
d e a t h c f C h r i s t f c r a l l , t h e r e i s a l s o a h i n t i n g a t t h e 
c c r p c r a t e a s p e c t c f t h i s d e a t h . F c r w h i l e C h r i s t h i m s e l f 
d i e d f c r a l l men, a l l d i e d i n h i m . T h i s u n i o n between 
t h e i n d i v i d u a l h u m a n i t y o f C h r i s t and t h a t e f f e c t e d 
t h o u g h i t on t h e one h a n d , and on t h e o t h e r t h e h u m a n i t y 
c f men, and t h a t e f f e c t e d i n i t , r u n s r i g h t t h r c u g h t h e 
c h a p t e r s d e a l i n g w i t h t h e d e a t h o f C h r i s t . F c r the 
h u m a n i t y i s h i s h u m a n i t y , and y e t i t i s l i k e men's, o r 
even man's. A g a i n , C h r i s t d i e d , and y e t a l l d i e d i n h i m . 
D e a t h ' s power was c o n c l u d e d i n C h r i s t ' s body, and y e t i t 
nc l o n g e r h a d i n f l u e n c e e v e r l i k e men. F c r , by m a k i n g 
t h e b o d y h i s cwn, t h e L i f e w h i c h i s t h e Logos r a i s e d 
i t t c l i f e , and a t t h e same t i m e , by t h e g r a c e c f t h e 
r e s u r r e c t i o n , r i d men c f d e a t h ; because c f t h e Leges 
i n d w e l l i n g t h e assumed h u m a n i t y , t h e h u m a n i t y r e m a i n e d 
i n c o r r u p t i b l e , and sc c o r r u p t i o n c e a s e d f r c m a l l men. 
Thus, i n t h e Leges d y i n g , t h e d e b t cwed by a l l men t c 
d e a t h was f u l f i l l e d . The Leges' body i s t h e r e f o r e h i s 
i n t h a t he made i t f c r h i m s e l f c f Mary. Y e t i t i s a l s c 
man's, i n t h a t i t i s e s s e n t i a l l y cne w i t h men's. I n 
t h a t b o dy t h e Sen c f God was u n i t e d t c a l l men by i t s 
e s s e n t i a l s i m i l a r i t y t o them ( 4 7 ) . Thus what t h e 
d i v i n e Leges g r a c i o u s l y b e s t o w e d upon h i s cwn h u m a n i t y , 
h e , i n d o i n g s o , g r a c i o u s l y b e s t o w e d upon man's. Here 
a g a i n t h e body i s t h a t i n w h i c h cne c a n n c t a c t as an 
i s o l a t e d i n d i v i d u a l , a p a r t f r o m one's r e l a t i o n t c one's 
n e i g h b o u r s ; cne's a c t i o n s t h e r e f o r e have i m m e d i a t e 
r e p e r c u s s i o n s upon e t h e r s . 
From t h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f t h e r e l a t i o n c f C h r i s t ' s 
body t c men's, i t m i g h t seem t h a t A t h a n a s i u s i s m e r e l y 
r e f l e c t i n g t h e P l a t o n i c t h o u g h t c f h i s c o n t e m p o r a r i e s 
h e r e . T h a t , h o w e v e r , i s n e t t h e c a s e . F o r , among e t h e r 
t h i n g s , A t h a n a s i u s d i d n e t d e n i g r a t e t h e body o f man, 
o r see i t as a p r i s o n i n w h i c h t h e d i v i n e s c u l c f man 
was i n c a r c e r a t e d , as P l a t e d i d . Any p a r a l l e l s between 
t h e twe t h i n k e r s i s m e r e l y f c r m a l . F o r w h e t h e r A t h a n a s i u s 
u s e s t h e Greek v o c a b u l a r y c f t h e p h i l o s o p h e r s , o r q u o t e s 
p a s s a g e s f r o m t h e P l a t o n i c c o r p u s , he does so m e r e l y t c 
commu n i c a t e h i s t h e c l c g i c a l i d e a s t c t h e s e whe have been 
b r o u g h t up t o t h i n k i n t h e t h e n c o n t e m p o r a r y t h c u g h t - f c r m s 
c f N e o - F l a t o n i s m . 
Man, on t h e e t h e r h a n d , i s man i n h i s r a t i o n a l i t y 
a nd s p i r i t u a l i t y . I t i s t h a t w h i c h c o n s t i t u t e s man's 
i n d i v i d u a l i t y . F o r i t i s man's p e r s o n a l r e s p o n s e t c t h e 
e n a b l i n g g i f t c f g r a c e by t h e d i v i n e Logos. I t i s 
c r u c i a l h owever t o n o t e t h a t t h i s human i n d i v i d u a l i t y 
i s b o u n d up i n t h e m y s t e r y o f g r a c e , w h i c h i s t h e m y s t e r y 
c f man's l i v i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h t h e Legos. The human 
i n d i v i d u a l i t y f o r A t h a n a s i u s i s n e t t h e r e f o r e a p o s s e s s i o n 
c f a human c r e a t u r e ; i t i s a dynamic g i f t by t h e C r e a t c r 
Leges and a g r a c i c u s s h a r i n g by t h e man. F o r t h e human 
i n d i v i d u a l i t y i s i n d i v i d u a l i n t h e Logos' m a k i n g c r e a t u r e l y 
man i n t h e image c f God, and i t i s p r e s e r v e d i n i t s 
i n d i v i d u a l i t y i n t h e Legos as t h e k a t ' e i k o n a i s i n t h e E i k o n . 
I t i s r e a l i s e d i n t h e c o n c r e t e r e l a t i o n c f man t c t h e 
Logos. 
The m e a n i n g c f f l e s h i n t h e C h r i s t c l c g i c a l p a s s a g e s 
i n t h e D I i s much t h e same as t h a t c f bo d y . I n t h e 
p a r t i c u l a r A t h a n a s i a n p a s s a g e s , as opposed t c t h e 
q u o t a t i o n s drawn f r o m t h e New T e s t a m e n t , f l e s h I s 
e m p l o y e d t c q u a l i f y C h r i s t ' s b i r t h o f Mary, i n t h e l i n e 
o f J e s s e . R e c a l l i n g Remans 1.3-4, 37.26 r e f e r s t o 
C h r i s t ' s b i r t h a c c o r d i n g t c t h e f l e s h , where f l e s h r e f e r s 
t o t h e p h y s i c a l c r n a t u r a l o r d e r , as opposed t c t h e 
s p i r i t u a l and s u p e r n a t u r a l . H i s b i r t h h e r e r e f e r r e d t o 
i s h i s m i r a c u l o u s , y e t human, b i r t h c f Mary, h i s e n t r y 
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i n t o t h e c r e a t u r e l y w o r l d , as o p p o s e d t c h i s e t e r n a l , 
s u p e r n a t u r a l g e n e r a t i o n c f God t h e F a t h e r . Most 
i n t e r e s t i n g f c r t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f t h e r e l a t i o n c f 
t h e t e r m " f l e s h " and C h r i s t ' s b i r t h i s t h e q u o t a t i o n o f 
M a t t h e w 19.5, where " f l e s h " i s a g a i n u s e d i n a " b i r t h " 
c o n t e x t . Here we f i n d an em p h a s i s upon Lhe i n t i m a t e and 
e s s e n t i a l r e l a t e d n e s s o f t h e members o f one f a m i l y , o f 
t h e p a r e n t s and t h e i r o f f s p r i n g . T h i s same c o n n o t a t i o n 
c f t h e e s s e n t i a l k i n s h i p o f p a r e n t s and o f f s p r i n g w o u l d 
seem t o be p r e s e n t i n t h e b i r t h o f t h e d i v i n e Leges 
a c c o r d i n g t c t h e f l e s h c f Mary. T h e r e i n i s e f f e c t e d t h e 
e s s e n t i a l u n i o n o f Gcd and m a n k i n d i n Mary. 
These a r e b u t c u t l i n e s c f A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t . Y e t 
t h e y must r e m a i n s u c h . F c r A t h a n a s i u s 1 d e s c r i p t i o n c f 
man i s b o l d ; i t i s a l w a y s r e v e a l i n g d i f f e r e n t n u a n c e s , 
and hence c a n n o t be t i e d down i n a s t r i c t , p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
manner. F o r r a t h e r t h a n b e i n g c o l d and l o g i c a l , 
A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t i s op e n , d y n a m i c , r e l a t i c n a l and 
f u n c t i o n a l . 
A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t c l c g y i n v o l v e s b c t h "becoming man" 
by t h e Logos, and h i s a s s u m p t i o n c f t h e c o n c r e t e , human, 
c r e a t u r e l y e x i s t e n c e . The f o r m e r i s h i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
by g r a c e i n t h e image c f t h e F a t h e r , w h e r e i n a man i s 
i n d i v i d u a l , w h i l e t h e l a t t e r i s h i s a s s u m p t i o n o f man's 
c o r p o r e a l b e i n g . 
S i n c e a n t h r c p e s i s t o be u n d e r s t o o d i n an i n d i v i d u a l 
and p e r s o n a l s e n s e , and as e x i s t i n g i n i t s r e l a t i o n t o 
t h e d i v i n e L o g c s , t h e s t a t e m e n t t h a t t h e Logos became 
^ I l i h r o g c s i m p l i e s t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos became a human 
p e r s o n i n h i s s a v i n g economy i n C h r i s t . T h a t i t i s 
"became human" i s n o t e w o r t h y . F o r s i n c e man's i n d i v i d u a l i t y 
i s i n d i v i d u a l i n t h e L o g c s , t h r o u g h t h e s h a r i n g i n t h e 
power o f t h e L o g c s , man can n e v e r be a s e l f - e x i s t e n t b e i n g ; 
he e x i s t s i n g r a c e , t h r c u g h t h e i n d i v i d u a l i t y c f t h e Logos 
i n h i s o p e r a t i o n a d _ e x t r a . T h a t t h e Legos became human 
dees n o t mean however t h a t t h e Logos c o n v e r t e d t o a human 
p e r s o n . For even when he became a r e f l e c t i o n o f t h e Image 
e c o n o m i c a l l y , he was s t i l l t h e Sen and t h e Image o f Gcd. 
T h i s i s d r i v e n home by A t h a n a s i u s ' o f t e n r e p e a t e d s t a t e -
ment t h a t C h r i s t was n e t m e r e l y man, b u t Gcd t h e Leges. 
Nor h o w e ver does t h i s f o r m u l a i m p l y t h a t t h e r e were two 
i n d e p e n d e n t s u b j e c t s i n C h r i s t , t h e d i v i n e and t h e human. 
N e s t c r i a n i s m i s r u l e d c u t by A t h a n a s i u s 1 r e f u s a l t c admit 
t h a t man's i n d i v i d u a l i t y i s a t h i n g i n i t s e l f , and by h i s 
a s s e r t i o n t h a t i t o n l y e x i s t s i n i t s dynamic r e l a t i o n o f 
grace tc the Leges. The mystery c f the I n c a r n a t i o n i s 
the dynamic concurrence c f the n c n - c o n t i n g e n t i n d i v i d u a l i t y 
o f God and the c o n t i n g e n t i n d i v i d u a l i t y c f man, Fcr 
the Leges, who i s the e t e r n a l i n d i v i d u a l , became human 
w i t h o u t c e a s i n g tc be d i v i n e . He, as the Image c f God, 
became " i n t e r n a l i s e d " i n h i m s e l f i n becoming man i n the 
Image c f God. Fcr he, as the o r i g i n a t o r c f a l l human 
i n d i v i d u a l i t y , became t h a t human i n d i v i d u a l i t y , which i s 
o n l y i n d i v i d u a l i n the I n d i v i d u a l Leges, the s u b j e c t c f 
t h a t becoming. The Leges t h e r e f o r e dees n e t e n t e r i n t c 
man, as N e s t c r i a n i s m w i l l r e q u i r e , b u t became i n p a r t i c u l a r 
what t r u e man i n Gcd was i n g e n e r a l . The becoming i s 
i n d i v i d u a l . Yet as the i n d i v i d u a l cannct be seen ab-
s t r a c t l y , but o n l y in_£9.n ere to i n the bedy, the Leges' 
becoming man n e c e s s a r i l y presupposes a human substance. 
The i n c a r n a t i c n t h e r e f o r e i n v o l v e s the i n d i v i d u a l 
becoming c f man, and thus the un i c n c f v e r y God and v e r y 
man i n the cne C h r i s t . 
The p r e s u p p o s i t i o n c f the assumption c f human substance 
which u n d e r l i e s the Leges' i n d i v i d u a l beccming i s b a s i c t c 
a r i g h t u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the Leges a c t i n g as man, and h i s 
b e i n g i n man. While t h e r e i s cne i n d i v i d u a l b e i n g i n the 
I n c a r n a t e Legos, the Leges become man, t h e r e are two 
n a t u r e s , b o t h i n d i v i d u a l , o r p e r s o n a l , i n the cne C h r i s t , 
the d i v i n e and the human. Fcr w h i l e the cne C h r i s t i s 
s i m i l a r i n n a t u r e t c man, he i s y e t mere than man as the 
i n e q u a l i t y c f h i s n a t u r e t c man's r e v e a l s . "As man" 
r e f e r s t c the human eccnemy c f the Legos, i n which he i s 
r e v e a l e d , b c r n , s u f f e r s and d i e s . Over a g a i n s t t h i s the 
Leges as Gcd i s i m p a s s i b l e . The s u g g e s t i o n i s t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t these twe economies are net t c be confused, a l t h o u g h 
t h e y dc have a cemmen s u b j e c t , the i n c a r n a t e Leges. The 
same p o i n t i s d r i v e n heme by the re p e a t e d argument t h a t 
the one person c f the i n c a r n a t e Logos i s man, b u t not 
merely man, but Gcd, even the Legos and Wisdom c f the t r u e 
Gcd. Besides w i t n e s s i n g t c the twe n a t u r e s i n C h r i s t , 
such phrases, r a t h e r than denying t h a t the Leges became 
man, c o n f i r m t h a t the Leges d i d n e t undergo any change i n 
h i s e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y i n beccming i n c a r n a t e . That i t dees 
59. 
n e t deny the t r u e beccming c f the Leges we have but tc 
note the "what man was ever "of.51.6 which r e f e r s 
t o C h r i s t . 
The e t h e r main C h r i s t o l e g i c a l phrase, which 
i n c l u d e s the term 'man', i s "the Legos i n man". Given 
t h a t man f o r Athanasius i s the person or the i n d i v i d u a l 
and t h a t ' i n ' i s n o r m a l l y employed by him tc r e l a t e the 
Leges t c the c r e a t u r e l y r ealm c f m a t t e r , one might be 
excused f o r s e e i n g here an a n t i c i p a t i o n of N e s t c r i a n 
t h o u g h t . Yet t h i s i s f a r from A t h a n a s i u s 1 i n t e n t i o n . He 
i n s i s t s t h a t the Leges became man, r a t h e r than e n t e r e d 
i n t o man. His aim here i s n e t t c deny the i n d i v i d u a l 
becoming c f the Leges i n the I n c a r n a t i o n b u t tc s a f e -
guard the t r u t h t h a t i n becoming man the Leges d i d n e t 
a l t e r t h r o u g h c o n v e r s i o n i n t o a man. This i s the same 
as t h a t which i s i n t e n d e d i n the A l e x a n d r i a n ' s s a y i n g 
t h a t the Leges was n o t s i m p l y man, n c r was mere man. 
As t c why Atha n a s i u s used " i n " h e r e , the p r e p o s i t i o n 
n o r m a l l y r e s e r v e d tc r e l a t e the Leges t c the c r e a t u r e l y , 
m a t e r i a l r e a l m , the c o n t e x t s c f the passages i n v o l v e d 
may e x p l a i n . Ch. 17 and 41-42 compare the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
c f the Logos t c h i s assumed humanity w i t h h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p 
t c c r e a t i o n . Ch. 17 i s d e a l i n g w i t h t h e Logos net b e i n g 
l i m i t e d by the I n c a r n a t i o n . As the Leges i s i n the whele 
c r e a t i o n , and a c t s i n i t , g i v i n g i t l i f e , b u t i s n e t 
cenfused and c o n f i n e d by i t , so the Leges i s i n man, 
g i v i n g i t l i f e and y e t i s n e t cenfused w i t h , c r c o n f i n e d 
by i t . Ch. 41 i s answering the q u e s t i o n c f the p r o p r i e t y 
c f the I n c a r n a t i o n . I t I s a l l o w a b l e f o r the Leges t c 
appear and ccme i n t o the cosmos, which i s a g r e a t body; 
i t i s e q u a l l y a l l o w a b l e f o r the Leges t c appear i n a 
body, and t c ccme i n man. Ch. 42 concerns much the same 
problem: i f i t i s n e t u n f i t t i n g f o r the Logos to be i n 
c r e a t i o n , which i s c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g , n e i t h e r i s i t 
u n f i t t i n g f c r the Logos t c be i n man, which i s c r e a t e d 
frem n o t h i n g . I n these r e f e r e n c e s t h e r e f o r e "man", 
t h r o u g h these comparisons, i s seen as an e s s e n t i a l p a r t 
c f the c r e a t i o n . What h o l d s geed f c r c r e a t i o n h o l d s good 
f c r man, as a p a r t o f i t . T his u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f man i n 
terms c f body i s c o n f i r m e d by the way t h a t t h e two terms 
o v e r l a p i n the same passage. Hence man i s seen here as 
an e s s e n t i a l p a r t c f the c r e a t u r e l y r e a l m . I t i s v i r t u a l l y 
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synonymous w i t h body i n these c o n t e x t s . T h e r e f o r e i t i s 
n e t s u r p r i s i n g t h a t .Athanasius uses the p r e p o s i t i o n " i n " 
w i t h i t . 
I t s h o u l d here be n o t e d t h a t w h i l e the Leges was 
i n man, he was o n l y p e r f e c t l y a t r e s t i n h i s F a t h e r . 
This does n e t , however, mean t h a t the d i v i n e Logos was 
i m p e r f e c t l y i n c a r n a t e . For we have a l r e a d y n o t e d t h a t the 
Logos,, t r u l y became man , and as man s u f f e r e d a f u l l human 
economy. Rather such language p o i n t s to the n a t u r a l 
d i f f e r e n c e between God the Leges and c r e a t i o n , which 
i n c l u d e s h i s assumed humanity. As i n c o r p o r e a l Leges, 
God the Son i s e s s e n t i a l l y one o n l y w i t h the i n c o r p o r e a l 
F a t h e r from whom he i s b e g o t t e n . He t h e r e f o r e i s d i s t i n c t 
from the c o r p o r e a l c r e a t i o n , and thus cannot be by n a t u r e 
a t r e s t , or a t one w i t h i t . T h i s t h e r e f o r e i s b u t an o t h e r 
way o f a s s e r t i n g t h a t the Legos was n e t n a t u r a l l y 
c r e a t u r e l y . I t i s no comment upen the r e a l i t y c f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n which o c c u r r e d n e t as a r e s u l t c f the Logos' 
n a t u r e , b u t h i s g r a c i o u s l o v e towards men. 
Given t h a t body and f l e s h denote p r i m a r i l y man's 
e s s e n t i a l u n i t y w i t h c r e a t i o n , the Logos' assumption c f 
a body or f l e s h p o i n t s to h i s becoming s u b s t a n t i a l l y one 
w i t h c r e a t i o n , and c r e a t u r e l y man. I t i s i n making h i s 
own t h a t which was t o t a l l y a l i e n t o him t h a t the m i r a c l e 
c f the s a v i n g descent o f the Logos to man o c c u r s . Yet 
i n becoming man t h r o u g h the assumption o f a human body 
the Legos d i d n o t cease to have i n d i v i d u a l i t y . For, even 
thcugh the body was t h a t which bound the Logos t o t h e r e s t 
c f c r e a t i o n i n a most i n t i m a t e and s u b s t a n t i a l manner, the 
humanity which the Logos assumed was i n d i v i d u a l ; i t was 
h i s own, b e i n g d i s t i n c t i n t h a t i t was the Logos' bedy 
ever a g a i n s t e v e r y e t h e r body, and t h a t i t was none e t h e r 
than to_kuriakon_scma ( 4 8 ) . This l a t t e r phrase i s but 
synonymous w i t h t o _ t c u _ K u r i c u _ s c m a , the phrase f o l l o w i n g 
c l o s e l y b o t h i n c o n t e x t and sense a d i r e c t r e f e r e n c e to 
the Logos, the K u r i o s who overcame death t h r o u g h h i s body. 
C e r t a i n l y t c _ k u r i a k c n _ s c m a i s n e t meant to suggest t h a t 
the assumed body was n a t u r a l l y a l i e n , and e s s e n t i a l l y 
e v er a g a i n s t man's. For i t i s s t r e s s e d v e r y f r e q u e n t l y 
i n the DI t h a t the assumed humanity was n a t u r a l l y s i m i l a r 
t c man ' s . 
This assumption c f the body i s never seen as a 
"becoming"; the Legos never "became" a bedy; f o r the 
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Logcs, w h i l e beccming c r e a t u r e l y man, never ceased t c be 
Gcd by n a t u r e . He c o u l d n e t t h e r e f o r e "become" c r e a t u r e -
l l n e s s . Thus w h i l e we see the i n t i m a t e r e l a t i o n c f the 
d i v i n e Logcs to h i s c r e a t u r e l y body, an i n t i m a c y p o r t r a y e d 
t h r o u g h the use o f such verbs as s u n e i n a i , i d i o p o i e i n 
and o i k e i n , we have always the i m p l i c a t i o n c f the d i s t i n c -
t i o n c f him who i s the s u b j e c t c f the assumption, and the 
body, between the i n c o r p o r e a l C r e a t o r Logos and the body 
c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g . Thereby i s c o n f i r m e d the e s s e n t i a l 
d i s t i n c t i o n c f the C r e a t o r Logos who endured no a l t e r a t i o n 
i n h i s d i v i n i t y t h r o u g h the I n c a r n a t i o n , and the c r e a t i o n . 
The assumption o f a body by the Leges i s a l s c 
u n d e rstood as l y i n g b e h i n d the st a t e m e n t t h a t the Leges 
was a c t i v e " i n " a body. This i s t c be understood i n a 
l o c a t i v e sense: i n the i n c a r n a t i o n the d i v i n e Leges was 
a c t i v e i n c r e a t i o n i n h i s body, an e s s e n t i a l p a r t c f 
t h a t c r e a t i o n . Yet i t i s a l s c t c be seer, i n an 
i n s t r u m e n t a l sense, and i t i s t c c o r r e b c r a t e t h i s t h a t 
the a l t e r n a t i v e " t h r o u g h " the body i s used, a phrase which 
i s used i n a s i m i l a r i n s t r u m e n t a l sense c f a man i n 56.26, 
where the usage echces 2 Cor. 5.10. I n s h o r t , the Leges 
worked t h r o u g h h i s body even as men accomplished deeds 
i n t h e i r b o d i e s . Alsc p r e s e n t i n t h i s phrase i s the i d e a 
o f the d i s t i n c t i o n c f the Logcs and h i s assumed humanity, 
a d i s t i n c t i o n which once again p o i n t s t c the Logos 
re m a i n i n g Gcd even i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . Thus i t was t h a t 
the d i v i n e Legos worked t h r o u g h the assumed humanity, 
i n d w e l l i n g i t i n a most i n t i m a t e f a s h i o n , and thus e f f e c t i n g 
the s a l v a t i o n c f the body t h r o u g h i t s r e c e i v i n g grace o f 
the d i v i n e Legos, and thro u g h h i s i n d w e l l i n g c f i t . 
Throughout r e c e n t Athanasian r e s e a r c h , the q u e s t i o n 
o f the human s c u l o f C h r i s t has been s t u d i e d . I n l i n e 
w i t h the o t h e r pre-362 t r a c t s o f A t h a n a s i u s , the CG-DI 
dees n o t mention e x p l i c i t l y the human s o u l c f C h r i s t . 
T h i s we would e x p l a i n by the g e n e r a l f a c t t h a t Athanasius 
avoids the t o p i c a f t e r Origen's h e t e r o d c x i c a l t r e a t m e n t 
c f the m a t t e r , and by the s p e c i f i c f a c t t h a t the CG-DI 
i s cencerned t c b r i n g abcut t h r o u g h an e x p l a n a t i o n c f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n c f the d i v i n e Logos a g r e a t e r v e n e r a t i o n o f 
the Son o f God by the C h r i s t i a n r e a d e r . I n s h c r t , the 
q u e s t i o n c f C h r i s t ' s human s c u l i s n e t b e i n g pesed by 
e i t h e r the au t h o r o r the reader of t h i s t r a c t . Hence one 
cannot say t h a t t h i s s i l e n c e p o i n t s t c a d e n i a l o f the 
s o u l o f C h r i s t by A t h a n a s i u s • 
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I t i s cur c c n t e n t i c n , hewever, t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
a l l u d e s t c a f u l l humanity c f C h r i s t . Fcr i n h i s 
r e f e r r i n g tc C h r i s t ' s humanity as man, and as a human 
body, and i n h i s a l t e r n a t i n g man w i t h body, At h a n a s i u s 
p o i n t s to the humanity b e i n g n o t merely c r e a t u r e l y . 
I t i s n o t m e r e l y a body b u t a human body, the d i s t i n c -
t i o n b e i n g t h a t w h i l e as body the Logos i n c a r n a t e shares 
e s s e n t i a l l y i n the c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f a l l c r e a t e d from 
n o t h i n g , as man he i s r a t i o n a l , or p e r s o n a l , the mark 
c f mankind. G r i l l m e i e r , however, has argued (49) t h a t 
i t i s u s e l e s s t c argue from e i t h e r the term body or man 
t c a p a r t i c u l a r view c f C h r i s t ' s humanity. For he 
b e l i e v e s t h a t A t hanasius d i d n e t use these a n t h r e p e l e g i c a l 
terms w i t h the p r e c i s i o n c f A r i s t c t l e c r o f the Schoolmen, 
and as y e t has no " d y p h y s i t e " t e r m i n o l o g y . F u r t h e r , 
Eusebius c f Caesarea and A p o l l i n a r i u s can use the s e l f -
same terms, man and 'he became man' and y e t a t t h e same 
time deny C h r i s t ' s s c u l , w h i l e C y r i l c f A l e x a n d r i a can 
use the language c f the Lcgos-sarx framework i n h i s 
e a r l y w r i t i n g s , and y e t e x p r e s s l y acknowledge a f u l l 
human n a t u r e i n the Lord. "Thus i t i s c l e a r t h a t an 
a n a l y s i s c f words cannot be c o n c l u s i v e " ( 5 0 ) . Twc 
p o i n t s must be made a g a i n s t t h i s . How Eusebius, 
A p c l l i n a r i u s and C y r i l use p a r t i c u l a r a n t h r e p e l o g i c a l 
terms i n C h r i s t c l c g i c a l s e t t i n g s dees n e t d i c t a t e t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s uses the same terms i n comparable ways. A l l 
t h a t the above demonstrates i s t h a t the terms man, body 
and f l e s h can be used i n a v a r i e t y o f ways, and t h a t 
t h e i r meaning must be d i s c e r n e d f o r each a u t h o r f r c m h i s 
own w r i t i n g s and t h o u g h t s . A g a i n , Athanasius may n e t 
have the s t r i c t l y l o g i c a l framework c f the Schoolmen, 
whereby s o u l and body equals man. Yet he dees knew a 
fundamental d i f f e r e n c e between man, whe i s r a t i o n a l , 
and i r r a t i o n a l a n i m a l s , and a fundamental u n i t y between 
men and animals i n t h e i r common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , s i g n i f i e d 
by bedy, t h a t which s e p a r a t e s c r e a t i o n f r c m the i n c r e a t e 
C r e a t o r . These are b a s i c a l l y t h e o l o g i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n s . 
But they have s i g n i f i c a n c e f c r C h r i s t ' s humanity. Thus 
when we are t o l d t h a t the Leges d i d net merely w i s h to be 
i n a body, as he would be i n accordance w i t h an A p c l l i n a r i a n 
C h r i s t o l o g y , b u t assumed a human body i n beccming man, we 
are b e i n g t o l d t h a t he assumed more than the bedy c f 
i r r a t i o n a l a n i m a l s . He assumed a r a t i o n a l body, one 
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which t h r o u g h i t s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Leges, the Image 
o f Gcd,was r a t i o n a l . T h i s i s tantamount to s a y i n g t h a t 
the Leges i n c a r n a t e was p e r s o n a l . For man was d i s t i n c t 
from animals i n b e i n g r a t i o n a l , i n the Image c f Gcd c r i n 
h a v i n g a r a t i o n a l s o u l . Thus the Legos i n c a r n a t e i s net 
merely i n a. body, but has become man , and as such i s 
d i s t i n c t f r c m i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t i o n i n h i s r a t i o n a l i t y . 
G r i l l m e i e r has argued f c r a d o c e t i c C h r i s t i n 
Athanasius f r c m s e v e r a l d o c t r i n e s . 
A c c o r d i n g t o G r i l l m e i e r ( 5 1 ) , the Logos became the 
p r i n c i p l e which gave l i f e and movement t c the body c f 
C h r i s t ; he became n e t merely the p e r s o n a l s u b j e c t c f 
C h r i s t ' s b o d i l y l i f e , b u t a l s o the r e a l , p h y s i c a l source 
of a l l the a c t i o n s c f h i s l i f e . R e s u l t i n g f r c m the 
Logos' becoming the s o l e m o t i v a t i n g power o r p r i n c i p l e 
i n C h r i s t i s the view t h a t the d e c i s i v e s p i r i t u a l and 
mcral a c t s o f C h r i s t must be assigned to the Logos i n 
a way which appears t c i m p l y more than an a p p r o p r i a t i o n 
a f t e r the manner c f communicatio idicmatum. For example, 
i n the redemption and i n the passion and death c f C h r i s t , 
A t h a n a s i u s seems t c make the Logos n e t merely the p e r s o n a l 
agent i n the a c t , the p_£ili £iEium_quo d, b u t a l s o the 
p h y s i c a l p r i n c i p l e o f achievement, the £ri_nc_ip_ium_quo . 
Athanasius t h e r e f o r e makes the Leges the f i r s t and the 
s o l e s u b j e c t i n C h r i s t ' s l i f e , so l e a v i n g nc p l a c e f c r 
the human s c u l . 
S e v e r a l p o i n t s need to be made a g a i n s t the above. 
While A t h a n a s i u s i s v e r y cencerned t c demonstrate the 
r e a l i t y o f the i n c a r n a t i o n by showing t h a t the Leges as 
man i s the s u b j e c t o f C h r i s t ' s s p i r i t u a l and mcral a c t s , 
i t i s n e t t r u e to say t h a t A t h a n a s i u s a t t r i b u t e s these 
a c t s to the Leges i n a manner which exceeds communicatee 
i^i£.S§£H!I} • F ° r ^ c ^ c s c would be t c make the d i v i n e Leges 
p a s s i b l e . Rather, Athanasius i n s i s t s t h a t even when the 
Logos became man, the Logos as God remained i m p a s s i b l e ; 
i n d e e d , i t was t h r o u g h the Logos r e m a i n i n g i m p a s s i b l e i n 
h i s d i v i n e economy t h a t he redeemed men f r c m t h e i r 
passions . That the d i v i n e Logos d i d n e t s u f f e r by any 
e t h e r means than cemmunicati_c_ediomatum i s made again i n 
Ch. 17, 18 and 43. Fcr w h i l e the Legos as Gcd was 
i n c a r n a t e as a p a s s i b l e man, as the Son c f the Fa t h e r he 
d i d n e t share i n the passions c f the man he had become; 
they were h i s o n l y i n sc f a r as the assumed, p a s s i b l e 
humanity was t r u l y h i s . Thus, t h r o u g h o u t the work, 
Athanasius r e f e r s , e i t h e r e x p l i c i t l y c r i m p l i c i t l y , 
C h r i s t ' s passions t c the Leges as man a l o n e ; never dees 
he ccmprcmise the p r i n c i p l e c f cemmunicatic_i_dj.cmatum . 
What then are we tc make c f such passages as Ch. 
17 and 41-42 where the Leges i s p i c t u r e d as he who en-
l i v e n s , mcves and d i r e c t s h i s assumed humanity ? 
G r i l l m e i e r , indeed, draws a t t e n t i o n tc the p a r t i c u l a r 
c lause autcs_auto_zcc£cion ( 5 2 ) . Here we s h o u l d , i n the 
f i r s t p l a c e , ncte t h a t the aute s t a n d s , net merely f o r 
body, but f o r the human bedy, namely bedy i n i t s r e l a t i o n -
s h i p tc the Image c f Gcd. This humanity, u s u a l l y r e f e r r e d 
tc as bedy, i s a l s c r e f e r r e d tc as the human bedy, as we 
have seen, and as man. L i k e w i s e i n Ch. 41-42, the humanity 
i s seen as n e t merely the bedy but a l s c the human bedy and 
man. Thus the humanity which the Legos mcves i s mere 
than a mere bedy; i t i s a r a t i c n a l bedy. Hew then are 
the verbs i n these c h a p t e r s tc be u n d e r s t c c d ? This i s 
best seen i n the c o n t e x t c f the p a r t i c u l a r arguments. 
The b a s i s c f the argument c f Ch. 17 i s t h a t j u s t as the 
d i v i n e Leges i s i n c r e a t i c n , k e eping i t i n i t s c r d e r l y 
e x i s t e n c e and y e t i s net l i m i t e d i n h i s powers, sc the Lege 
i s i n C h r i s t ' s humanity, g i v i n g i t e x i s t e n c e and y e t net 
b e i n g l i m i t e d by i t . Fcr t h a t which a p p l i e s t c c r e a t i c n 
as a whele, a p p l i e s a l s c t c C h r i s t ' s humanity, and t h a t 
humanity was an e s s e n t i a l p a r t c f the whele c r e a t i c n . 
The b a s i s c f the argument c f Ch. 41-42 i s much the same: 
as i t was f i t t i n g t h a t the d i v i n e Leges s h o u l d be i n 
c r e a t i c n t h r c u g h h i s coming i n t o i t , e n l i v e n i n g i t and 
thus b e i n g made known t h r c u g h i t , sc i t was f i t t i n g f c r 
the d i v i n e Logos tc be i n the assumed humanity, h a v i n g 
ccme i n t o i t , t c e n l i v e n i t and sc be made knewn t h r c u g h 
i t . For what was f i t t i n g f o r the whole c f c r e a t i o n was 
f i t t i n g f o r an e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f i t , namely C h r i s t ' s 
humanity. The b a s i s c f b c t h these arguments t h e r e f o r e 
i s t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity, u n d e r s t c c d i n acccrdance w i t h 
i t s d e f i n i t i o n as body, human body and man, i s e s s e n t i a l l y 
p a r t c f c r e a t i c n and t h a t t h e r e f c r e what i s f i t t i n g f o r 
the l a t t e r i s f i t t i n g f c r the f c r m e r . Indeed, i t i s 
t c p o i n t t c the humanity's cneness w i t h the r e s t c f 
c r e a t i c n t h a t n e t e n l y the humanity i s r e f e r r e d t c as 
bedy, the h a l l - m a r k c f man's cemmen c r e a t u r e l i n e s s w i t h 
a l l t h a t i s c r e a t e d f r c m n o t h i n g , b u t a l s c t h a t the same 
verbs are used t c r e l a t e the Leges tc h i s assumed humanity 
as are used t c r e l a t e him t c h i s c r e a t e d ccsmcs. The common 
verbs p o i n t t c the oneness c f the two i n r e l a t i c n tc t h e i r 
d i v i n e c r e a t o r Leges, r a t h e r than t c any p a r t i c u l a r an-
t h r o p o l o g i c a l p i c t u r e c f C h r i s t ' s humanity. The verbs 
'to g i v e l i g h t and l i f e ' , 'to move' and ' a c t i v a t e ' , 1 t c 
come upon' and 'tc be i n ' thus d e s c r i b e the e s s e n t i a l 
r e l a t i o n s h i p c f the i m m a t e r i a l Logos t c the m a t e r i a l 
c r e a t i o n , c f which the assumed body i s a n a t u r a l p a r t . 
Indeed, t h e y p o i n t to the p a r t i c u l a r " c r e a t o r - c r e a t u r e " 
r e l a t i o n s h i p c f the Legos t c t h e w o r l d : f o r i t i s i n 
t h a t g i f t o f l i g h t and l i f e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos b r i n g s 
and keeps t h a t c r e a t i o n w i t h w h i c h the assumed body i s 
one from the n o n - e x i s t e n c e whence i t o r i g i n a l l y came. I t 
i s i n t h i s c r e a t i v e sense t h a t the s e l f - e x i s t e n t Leges 
i s the s u b j e c t o f a l l c o n t i n g e n t c r e a t i o n . Indeed, were 
the C r e a t o r Logos t c cease tc be t h i s s u b j e c t , the 
humanity and i t s w o r l d , which depend upon t h i s s u b j e c -
t i v i t y c f the Logcs f o r t h e i r e x i s t e n c e , wculd cease t c 
e x i s t . I t i s t h e r e f o r e t h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f c r e a t i o n 
which l i e s b e h i n d the meaning o f these v e r b s , and b e h i n d 
the arguments i n Ch. 17 and 41-42 t h a t whatever i s 
a d m i t t e d as pr o p e r r e g a r d i n g the r e l a t i c n o f the d i v i n e 
Logcs t c the w o r l d i n g e n e r a l must be a d m i t t e d as proper 
f o r h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p t c an e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f the same 
w o r l d , the assumed humanity. 
C h r i s t ' s p h y s i c l c g y i s n o t t h e r e f o r e under d i s c u s s i o n 
a t a l l i n the twe arguments. Indeed, i t w culd be an e r r o r 
t c f o r c e a p h y s i o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n from the analcgy 
c f Ch. 17.14-21. Fcr the p o i n t c f the analogy i s cne o f 
d i f f e r e n c e : man i s i n c r e a t i o n , and can c o n s i d e r t h i n g s 
a t a d i s t a n c e , b u t he cannot i n f l u e n c e them; the d i v i n e 
Leges i n man i s n o t sc. Fcr w h i l e he i s i n h i s assumed 
humanity, h a v i n g beccme man, he i s net l i m i t e d by i t , 
b u t he c o n t r o l s b c t h h i s humanity and the r e s t c f 
c r e a t i o n . The Logcs i n c a r n a t e , b e i n g s u p e r i o r t c f i n i t e 
man i n h i s d i v i n e eccnemy a d _ e x t r a , s t i l l c o n t r o l s the 
u n i v e r s e i n h i s r o l e as p r o v i d e n t i a l C r e a t o r . The p o i n t 
c f the analogy i s nc mere. One ought t h e r e f o r e n e t t c 
f o r c e the analogy i n o r d e r t c e s t a b l i s h an a n t h r e p e l e g i c a l 
statement from an image which i s n e t i n t e n d e d t o g i v e any 
such s t a t e m e n t . The analcgy i n Ch. 42.1-8 i s one o f 
s i m i l a r i t y : even as a man i s a c t i v e t h r o u g h o u t h i s whole 
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bedy and i s t h e r e f o r e a c t i v e i n a p a r t c f the whele, so 
the d i v i n e Leges i s a c t i v e i n the whele c f c r e a t i o n and 
i s t h e r e f o r e a c t i v e i n a p a r t c f t h i s whele, the assumed 
humanity. Again the p c i n t o f the analogy i s such and nc 
mere; i t l i k e w i s e ought n o t t h e r e f o r e t c be f c r c e d i n t o 
making a p h y s i o l o g i c a l s t a t e m e n t . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t ir , Ch. 17 and 41-42 we are 
d e a l i n g w i t h the r e l a t i o n c f the d i v i n e Leges t c h i s 
assumed humanity. I n the former i t i s b e i n g shown t h a t 
the d i v i n e Leges was net l i m i t e d by h i s humanity, w h i l e 
i n the l a t t e r t h a t i t was n e t improper f c r the d i v i n e 
C r e a t o r Logos t c wcrk t h r c u g h , and be m a n i f e s t e d i n , h i s 
assumed humanity. Fcr reasens c o m p l e t e l y s e p a r a t e , namely 
the use c f the man and i t s cognates as q u a l i f i c a t i o n s 
c f the body, i t is seen t h a t the assumed humanity i n each 
c f these twc c o n t e x t s i s n o t t c be u n d e r s t c c d i n a 
d e c e t i c manner. 
I t seems t h e r e f c r e t h a t A t h a n a s i u s draws a c l e a r 
d i s t i n c t i c n between the d i v i n e , i m p a s s i b l e Leges and the 
assumed humanity which he became. He a l s c makes i t c l e a r 
t h a t w h i l e the d i v i n e Logos g i v e s l i f e t c h i s humanity -
i n t h a t the d i v i n e Logos was L i f e i t s e l f , and i n t h a t the 
humanity o n l y e x i s t e d i n and t h r c u g h i t s c r e a t i o n by the 
d i v i n e Leges - the same Leges i n a bedy e n t e r s t r u l y i n t c 
man's eccnemy. Hence G r i l l m e i e r i s b o t h r i g h t and wrong 
i n s a y i n g t h a t the Logos was n e t merely the £rinci2i_um_ 
c^ucd but a l s c the P.£incig^um^uc i n C h r i s t . He i s r i g h t 
i n the sense t h a t the Leges i s b o t h ; he i s wrong, however, 
i n the sense t h a t i t i s the Leges as man whe i s the 
E£iH£i£lLiID-J~lLi£^ > a n d the Leges as Gcd who i s the Erincijoi_um 
cjuc ; G r i l l m e i e r f a i l s t o note t h i s v i t a l d i s t i n c t i c n . For 
w h i l e the Leges as man s u f f e r s and d i e s , i t i s the Legos 
as Gcd, i n h i s i m p a s s i b i l i t y , i n c o r r u p t i b i l i t y and 
i m m o r t a l i t y who redeems man f r c m h i s passions and f r c m 
d e a t h . 
I t i s t h e r e f c r e tc the Leges as man t h a t we must 
l e c k i f we w i s h tc d i s c c v e r the p e r s o n a l agent i n C h r i s t . 
I t i s the q u a l i f i c a t i o n 'as man' which we must i n t e r p r e t ; 
f c r i t s i g n i f i e s t h a t the Logos has beccme l o g i c a l , the 
Image c f Gcd has beccme ' i n the image c f Gcd'. I n e t h e r 
words, the Legos has beccme " i n t e r n a l i s e d " w i t h i n i t s e l f . 
The person o f the d i v i n e Leges has beccme man's person, 
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w hich i s p e r s o n a l c n l y i n the d i v i n e Leges. Therein l i e s 
the mystery c f the p e r s o n a l i t y c f C h r i s t , Gcd the Leges 
be ccme man. 
I t i s n o t e w o r t h y t h a t t h e r e i s n e t an independent 
human s c u l i n the C h r i s t . I t cannot be independent as, 
a c c c r d i n g t c A t h a n a s i u s , the s c u l i s n e t s e l f - e x i s t e n t , 
as i n the i d e a l i s t i c p h i l c s c p h y c f the Greeks; i t i s 
dependent, e x i s t i n g o n l y i n the Leges, b e i n g l o g i c a l 
or ' i n the image' o n l y i n the Leges c f Gcd. Moreover, 
the t r u e "becoming man" c f the d i v i n e Leges r u l e s c u t 
an independent s c u l . That, however, does n e t mean t h a t 
the Leges changed i n t c a s c u l , or t h a t the s c u l ceased 
t c e x i s t i n i t s a b s o r p t i o n i n t o the Logos. For by the 
d i v i n e Logcs becoming man, the Logcs made h i s assumed 
humanity l o g i c a l , ' i n the image', human c r p e r s c n a l . For 
o n l y i n i t s b e i n g w i t h i n the person c f the d i v i n e Leges 
was the man Jesus p e r s c n a l . Thus the "beccming man" by 
the d i v i n e Leges gave the man Jesus p e r s o n a l i t y . I t 
d i d n o t a n n i h i l a t e such." 
G r i l l m e i e r (53) f u r t h e r sees the d e s c r i p t i o n c f the 
body as t c _ c r g a n c n as dangerous, e s p e c i a l l y when coupled 
w i t h h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c f the Leges as the p r i n c i p l e 
c f a l l l i f e i n C h r i s t . 
The d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s humanity as t c _ c r g a n c n 
c c c u r s m a i n l y i n Ch. 42-45, which are concerned w i t h the 
p r o p r i e t y c f the d i v i n e Logcs assuming c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n 
o r d e r t h e r e b y t c e f f e c t h i s s e I f - r e v e l a t i c n and t c b r i n g 
about man's redemption from m o r t a l i t y t c L i f e . The d i v i n e 
Logos used a p a r t c f c r e a t i o n , h i s assumed humanity, t c 
r e v e a l h i m s e l f t c men, even as he used the whole c r e a t i o n 
f c r g e n e r a l r e v e l a t i o n . He a l s o used man's humanity t c 
e f f e c t man's s a f e g u a r d i n g f r c m c o r r u p t i b l e m o r t a l i t y , and 
t c b r i n g him to L i f e . The c c n t e x t t h e r e f c r e i s s c t e r i c -
I c g i c a l and t h e o l o g i c a l . I t i s n e t a n t h r e p e l e g i c a l . To 
s e arch t h e r e f c r e f c r an a n t h r e p e l o g i c a l meaning f o r 
crgancn i s t h e r e f c r e tc f o r c e the c c n t e x t i n which the 
term i s found. Indeed, as c e n f i r m a t i e n t h a t the term i s 
n o t t c be i n t e r p r e t e d a n t h r e p e l o g i c a l l y , b u t i n s t r u m e n t a l l y , 
we f i n d 43. 1-3, where i t i s used i n the c o n t e x t c f 
i n a n i m a t e o b j e c t s . Fcr A thanasius i s answering the 
q u e s t i o n why the Leges d i d n e t r e v e a l h i m s e l f t h r c u g h a 
b e t t e r i n s t r u m e n t , such as the sun c r mccn c r s t a r s , c r 
f i r e , c r a i r , b u t r a t h e r used mere man. 0£g§H£H t h e r e f c r e 
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i s n e t any mere than the i n s t r u m e n t whereby the d i v i n e 
Leges, the Redeemer c f c r e a t i c n , wcrks. I t has ne 
i m p l i c a t i o n s f c r the f u l l n e s s , c r o t h e r w i s e , o f C h r i s t ' s 
humanity, even as here i t has nc p a r t i c u l a r i m p l i c a t i o n s 
about the c o n s t i t u t i o n c f the sun c r the mccn. 
F u r t h e r , t h a t the organcn t c which the Leges r e l a t e s 
i s n e t merely a bedy seems tc be c l e a r f r c m the v a r i c u s 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s c f the term which c c c u r . 42. 20-21 reads 
"the Leges used as an i n s t r u m e n t f c r h i s r e v e l a t i o n t h a t 
(sc.man) i n which he was ". 42.34-35 reads "he used 
the bedy c f a man as an i n s t r u m e n t f c r the r e v e l a t i o n c f 
the T r u t h " ; and 43.21 reads "he took t c h i m s e l f a human 
bedy as an i n s t r u m e n t " . S i m i l a r l y , the ££gancn can be 
i*HillE£Eill£!2 c r BUJ^rcEei^cn • We must g i v e c o n t e n t t c these 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s c f organ en , namely afl t h r o g e s a r'd i t s 
cognates. The body used as an i n s t r u m e n t i s n o t t h e r e f c r e 
mere bedy; i t i s the t o t a l man which the d i v i n e Legos 
beccmes to redeem man. 
One c f the areas i n which C h r i s t ' s body was used as 
an i n s t r u m e n t i s t h a t o f r e v e l a t i o n . For the d i v i n e Legos 
r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f i n a body. Even here t h i s bedy i s n e t to 
be u n d e r s t o o d i n an A p o l l i n a r i a n manner. Fcr t h i s usage 
i s to be e x p l a i n e d i n i t s c o n t e x t . Men, who had been 
c r e a t e d t c know God, had t u r n e d from him, and were seek i n g 
f c r Gcd i n c r e a t i c n . The m e r c i f u l Gcd t h e r e f c r e decided 
t c r e v e a l h i m s e l f i n t h a t v e r y p l a c e where they were 
s e e k i n g f c r God. Since men were s e e k i n g f c r Gcd i n 
c c r p c r e a l t h i n g s , the d i v i n e Leges t c o k a body, and l i v e d 
as a man amidst men; he shared i n t h a t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s 
t h r o u g h h i s body, which was s u b s t a n t i a l l y one w i t h i t . 
Hence the d i v i n e Logos r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f t h r o u g h a body c o r -
r e s p o n d i n g t c men's; sc he b r o u g h t men to h i m s e l f as man, 
t h a t through the works e f f e c t e d t h r c u g h h i s body men might 
r e a l i s e t h a t h i s works were n o t human b u t these o f Gcd, and 
thence deduce t h a t he was n o t merely man, but God a l s c . 
That t h i s body i s to be un d e r s t o o d I n t h i s c o n t e x t u a l 
manner, and n e t as i m p l y i n g a p a r t i c u l a r a n t h r o p o l o g y , i s 
c e n f i r m e d by the f a c t t h a t t h i s same a c t o f r e v e l a t i o n by 
the Legos i s a l s o d e s c r i b e d as h a v i n g o c c u r r e d i n a human 
body (54) c r i n a man ( 5 5 ) . I t i s t h e r e f c r e w i t h i n t h i s 
g e n e r a l c o n t e x t o f a f u l l humanity, and n o t a mere body, 
t h a t t h i s a c t c f r e v e l a t i c n seems t c have o c c u r r e d . 
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C h r i s t ' s d e a t h has a l s o been seen as p o i n t i n g tc 
d c c e t i s m . G r i l l m e i e r , ( 5 6 ) , among o t h e r s c h o l a r s , 
r e c o g n i s e s t h a t Athanasius seems t c have conceived c f 
dea t h as the s e p a r a t i o n o f s o u l and body. In C h r i s t ' s 
case, however, the death i s once r e f e r r e d t o as "the Leges 
h a v i n g been l o o s e d f r c m i t ( s c . b o d y ) " ( 5 7 ) , where the 
simple f a c t o f the s e p a r a t i o n o f the Logos and h i s body 
at the death c f C h r i s t i s mentioned i n p a s s i n g , but i s 
n e t s t r e s s e d , and i s g e n e r a l l y d e s c r i b e d as "having 
s u r r e n d e r e d i t ( s c . body) to d e a t h , he o f f e r e d i t t c the 
F a t h e r . . . " or as " i t was f i t t i n g f c r him t c put asid e 
the body" ( 5 8 ) , the Logos l a t e r r a i s i n g i t up again an 
i n c o r r u p t i b l e body. Understanding bcdy i n a l i t e r a l 
f a s h i o n , and comparing C h r i s t ' s d e a t h , the s e p a r a t i o n c f 
the d i v i n e Leges f r c m h i s assumed bcdy, w i t h man's d e a t h , 
the s e p a r a t i o n c f the s c u l from the bcdy, G r i l l m e i e r con-
cludes t h a t t h e r e i s nc plac e i n A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
c f C h r i s t ' s death f c r a human s c u l i n C h r i s t . 
I t i s cur c c n t e n t i o n , however, t h a t G r i l l m e i e r ' s 
i n t e r p r e t a t i c n o f these p o i n t s i s n e t c o r r e c t . The f i r s t 
p o i n t which must be made i s a g e n e r a l one: chapters 8-10 
and 20-27, which ccver A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f 
C h r i s t ' s d e a t h , s e t out to e x p l a i n "why",and n e t "hew, 
C h r i s t d i e d i n the manner t h a t he d i d , upen the c r e s s , 
b e f o r e the view o f a l l men, and t c show t h a t i n d y i n g 
and r i s i n g a g a i n , C h r i s t rescued man from h i s condemnation 
to d eath, and r a i s e d him again to i n c o r r u p t i b l e i m m o r t a l i t y . 
Thus these c h a p t e r s are e s s e n t i a l l y t h e o l o g i c a l . I t i s 
t h e r e f o r e n o t too wise to t r y to e s t a b l i s h a p h y s i o l o g y 
from passages which Athanasius dees n o t i n t e n d t c p r o v i d e 
such. C e r t a i n l y A thanasius b e l i e v e d t h a t C h r i s t e f f e c t e d 
t h i s t h e c l c g i c a l t a s k c f s a l v a t i o n i n the p h y s i c a l realm 
c f man. Thus one cannot d i s s o c i a t e the t h e c l c g i c a l and 
the n a t u r a l . Yet here Athanasius i s d i s c u s s i n g p r i m a r i l y 
the t h e o l o g i c a l t a s k c f s a l v a t i o n . Thus w h i l e we may n e t 
ccnclude from t h i s passage t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity i s 
d e c e t i c , we ought n o t t o draw f r c m t h i s passage 
A t h a n a s i u s ' a n t h r e p e l o g i c a l t h o u g h t . Rather, we ought t o 
draw h i s t h e o l o g i c a l thought from those passages i n which 
he i s d i s c u s s i n g such, and h i s a n t h r c p o l e g i c a l t h o u g h t 
from those passages i n which he d i s c u s s e s such. Then we 
may see the a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l t h o u g h t sc d i s c e r n e d as under-
l y i n g those passages d e a l i n g w i t h the t h e c l c g i c a l t h o u g h t . 
While t h i s may be a c o n s e r v a t i v e method, i t i s a safe 
method, and i t w i l l guard us a g a i n s t making f a l s e 
assumptions here about A t h a n a s i u s 1 a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
t h o u g ht t h r o u g h m i s i n t e r p r e t i n g h i s t h e o l o g i c a l t h o u g h t . 
We t u r n now t c c o n s i d e r the p a r t i c u l a r terms 
d i a l u e s t h a i . a n <3 cognates, a p o t i t h e m i and synonyms, and 
soma. D i a l u e s t h a i i s used i n 21.5, 8, 25, and d i a l u s i s 
i n 28.5 t c d e s c r i b e man's de a t h . This d i s s o l u t i o n p o i n t s , 
however, n o t p r i m a r i l y t o the s e p a r a t i o n o f the s o u l from 
the body, b u t t c the p h y s i c a l d i s i n t e g r a t i o n o f man i n 
h i s m o r t a l i t y ( 5 9 ) . For as 28.5 r e v e a l s , we are d e a l i n g 
e s s e n t i a l l y w i t h the d i s s o l u t i o n c f the body and n o t 
w i t h the s e p a r a t i o n from i t c f the s o u l . Fcr man, b e i n g 
c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g , i s by n a t u r e i n a s t a t e o f f l u x and 
d i s s o l u t i o n and i s o n l y p r e v e n t e d f r c m d i s s o l v i n g t c 
n o t h i n g t h r o u g h the p r o v i d e n t i a l care o f the d i v i n e Logos. 
Death, or t h i s s i n k i n g back i n t o t h e n i . h i l whence man 
was c r e a t e d , occurs t h e r e f o r e t h r o u g h the C r e a t o r Legos' 
w i t h h o l d i n g f r c m a p a r t i c u l a r c r e a t u r e h i s c r e a t i v e c a r e . 
I t must be no t e d as w e l l t h a t even where death i s seen 
as the s e p a r a t i o n c f the s o u l , which i s thro u g h grace 
i m m o r t a l , f r c m the body, i n an u l t i m a t e sense death again 
occurs frcm the w i t h d r a w a l o f the Logos, Very L i f e , f r c m 
man. Fcr w h i l e the s o u l i s the hegemcn and l i f e - p r i n c i p l e 
o f i t s body, i t i s sc o n l y i n and t h r c u g h the Logos. 
I t i s the r a t i o n a l o r d i r e c t i v e f c r c e i n man's c r e a t u r e -
l i n e s s o n l y by i t s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Leges h i m s e l f . 
Indeed, f c r A t h a n a s i u s , a l l t h i n g s , i n c l u d i n g the s c u l o f 
man, l i v e and move and have t h e i r b e i n g i n the Logos. 
T h e r e f o r e , even i n the c o n t e x t c f the s c u l ' s s e p a r a t i o n 
f r c m the body i n d e a t h , death u l t i m a t e l y stems f r c m the 
Logos w i t h h o l d i n g frcm the s c u l t h a t l i f e i n which i t 
d i r e c t s the body. The clause "the Logos h a v i n g been lo o s e d 
from I t ( s c . b o d y ) " occurs i n a t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t e x t , i n 
which the a u t h o r i s answering the q u e s t i o n why C h r i s t d i e d 
i n a p a r t i c u l a r manner, and i n do i n g sc, why C h r i s t d i e d . 
Man's de a t h , meanwhile - namely t h a t i n which man's deat h 
i s seen as the s e p a r a t i o n c f h i s s o u l f r c m h i s bedy - i s 
e x p l a i n e d t h e o l o g i c a l l y as the w i t h d r a w a l c f the Logos' 
p r o v i d e n t i a l care f r c m man's c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , and se 
answers the q u e s t i o n o f "why" r a t h e r than "hew" man d i e s . 
71, 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t we have here a p a r a l l e l between 
C h r i s t ' s and men's deaths. For the e x p l a n a t i o n c f the 
former occurs i n t h e c l o g i c a l s e t t i n g , i n r e p l y t c a "why" 
q u e s t i o n , w h i l e t h a t o f the l a t t e r i s t r e a t e d i n a 
t h e o l o g i c a l manner, and e x p l a i n s p r i m a r i l y "why" man 
d i e s . I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t the Legos' b e i n g l o o s e d 
from h i s body ought to be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a t h e o l o g i c a l , 
and n o t p h y s i o l o g i c a l , m a n n e r , a l o n g the l i n e s o f the 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man's death. This would mean t h a t "the 
Logos h a v i n g been lo o s e d from i t ( s c . b o d y ) " would be 
un d e r s t o o d as meaning t h a t C h r i s t ' s body, h i s assumed 
humanity, d i e d because the Logos w i t h d r e w h i s l i f e -
g i v i n g power, i n o r d e r t c enable i t t o d i e f o r a l l . This 
passage would t h e r e f o r e been seen i n t h e o l o g i c a l terms, 
and would be u n d e r s t o o d t o be making no comment upon 
C h r i s t ' s a n t h r o p o l o g y . This t h e o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
f i t s the c o n t e x t . Fcr C h r i s t ' s humanity c c u l d n o t have 
d i e d had n e t the Leges p e r m i t t e d i t , as G a l t i e r sc r i g h t l y 
n o t e s ( 6 0 ) . Fcr i t was i n the i n c o r r u p t i b l e and i m m o r t a l 
Logos' w e a r i n g h i s body t h a t he p r o t e c t e d i t from 
c o r r u p t i b l e death and i t was o n l y t h r o u g h h i s n e t h i n d e r i n g 
death t h a t C h r i s t d i e d , the i m p l i c a t i o n b e i n g t h a t he 
wculd have been able t c h i n d e r i t had he so wished t o do, 
b u t t h a t he d i d n o t as he had ccme f c r the v e r y purpose c f 
d y i n g on b e h a l f c f a l l . Indeed, had he n e t accepted t h a t 
death impesed by o t h e r s , p e r m i t t i n g i t t c ccme upen h i s 
m o r t a l humanity, he wculd n e t have d i e d . For he had no 
death h i m s e l f , b e i n g L i f e ; nor c c u l d he g i v e death t c h i s 
cwn body, as he was the Logos c f Gcd, L i f e i t s e l f . I t 
seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t had the Legos n o t p e r m i t t e d h i s death 
by w i t h d r a w i n g h i s i n c o r r u p t i b l e , l i f e - g i v i n g power, h i s 
humanity would n e t have d i e d , and h i s redeeming s a c r i f i c e 
would n o t have o c c u r r e d . To i n t e r p r e t 22.23-24 as meaning 
t h a t C h r i s t ' s d e a t h o c c u r r e d t h r o u g h the L i f e - g i v i n g Logos 
p e r m i t t i n g h i s assumed humanity t o d i e by l o o s i n g h i m s e l f 
from t h a t humanity f i t s i t s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t e x t and makes 
C h r i s t d i e i n the f a s h i o n c f these s i m i l a r t o him; an 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c f 22.23-24, which dees 
n o t f i t the c o n t e x t , the a r g u m e n t a t i v e s e t t i n g , and which 
i s n o t a t one w i t h A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g i c a l u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
of man's d e a t h , i s t h e r e f o r e n e t t o be accepted. 
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"Tc p u t aside the body" has been i n t e r p r e t e d 
p h y s i o l o g i c a l l y as meaning t h a t C h r i s t ' s death con-
s i s t e d c f the Leges' s e p a r a t i o n f r c m h i s bedy, even as 
man's was t h a t c f the s c u l ' s f r c m the bedy. As we 
have n o t e d above, Ch. 20-27 are n o t p h y s i c l c g i c a l , b u t 
t h e o l o g i c a l , In tone. Moreover, t h i s phrase w i l l n o t 
a l l o w a p h y s i o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . For "he put i t 
a s i d e p r i v a t e l y " (61) i s merely synonymous w i t h "he h i d 
h i s body p r i v a t e l y by i t s e l f " (62) and bears no pa r -
t i c u l a r l y p h y s i o l o g i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . A g a i n , " t c put 
a s i d e the body" i s used g e n e r a l l y i n Greek l i t e r a t u r e 
t c d e s c r i b e the death and b u r i a l o f a person, and bears 
no p a r t i c u l a r a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l meaning. Yet a g a i n , 21.17 
mentions t h a t the Legos c c u l d n o t put aside h i s assumed 
humanity i n p r i v a t e , as man. Man, w i t h whom the Logos 
i s here compared, cannot, however, p u t aside h i s own 
s o u l f r c m h i s body i n a p h y s i o l o g i c a l manner. Fcr he i s 
n e t the master o f h i s own d e s t i n y and l i f e i n t h i s sense. 
Thus t c make 21.16-17, w i t h i t s comparison o f C h r i s t w i t h 
man, m e a n i n g f u l , we cannot accept a p h y s i c l c g i c a l 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c f the passage, b u t must see i t as merely 
p o i n t i n g t o d y i n g i n p r i v a t e . Again t h i s phrase, l i k e 
e t h e r phrases such as " t o hand ever a body to d e a t h " or 
" t c o f f e r a body tc d e a t h " , which a l s c can be used, a l t h c u g h 
i n c o r r e c t l y , t c p e s i t a d e c e t i c humanity i n C h r i s t , are to 
be seen ever a g a i n s t the Leges' assumption o f humanity. 
Fcr b e i n g i m m o r t a l , and y e t needing t c d i e f c r a l l , the 
Legos assumed a bedy capable c f d y i n g ; the assumption was 
seen e n l y i n t h e o l o g i c a l terms, namely to e f f e c t man's 
r e c r e a t i o n i n and t h r o u g h Gcd. Consequently, s i n c e the 
assumed humanity o f the Logcs was taken t h a t i n i t he 
might d i e f o r a l l , i t i s reasonable to r e c o g n i s e t h a t the 
Legos "put a s i d e " h i s m o r t a l body, t h a t i n i t s death the 
Logos might d i e f o r a l l . Hence, " t o p u t aside the bedy" 
e t _ a 1 . are t c be i n t e r p r e t e d as the necessary respense 
t c " t c assume a body" and are t c be seen i n the theo-
l o g i c a l c o n t e x t o f the w o r k i n g c u t c f man's s a l v a t i c n 
t h r c u g h the s a c r i f i c i a l death i n the body f c r a l l men. 
They are t h e r e f c r e n e t p h y s i o l o g i c a l s t a t e m e n t s . 
The bedy which i s the o b j e c t from which the Leges 
i s l o o s e d , or which he p r o f f e r s tc d e a t h , i s the body 
w h i c h the Leges assumed from Mary and which elsewhere 
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i s o t h e r w i s e r e f e r r e d t c as a humar, bcdy, or mar. I f 
we are go i n g t c r e c o g n i s e a c o n t i n u i t y between the 
humanity born o f Mary, and t h a t o f f e r e d i n de a t h , and 
i f we are go i n g t c g i v e the t h e c l c g i c a l meaning due to 
man, and human, we cannot i n t e r p r e t "body" i n Ch. 2 0 f f . 
i n a l i t e r a l manner. I t i s r a t h e r the f u l l humanity 
c f the Logos which i s o f f e r e d i n d e a t h , a death which 
cccur s t h r o u g h the e n a b l i n g c f the d i v i n e Leges. That 
"bcdy" i s n o t to be i n t e r p r e t e d l i t e r a l l y i s c o n f i r m e d 
by the f a c t s t h a t the Legos' death i n a body to e f f e c t 
man's redemption t c i n c o r r u p t i b i l i t y and i m m o r t a l i t y 
i s i n t e r p r e t e d i n 10.38-39 as: " t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n 
o f God the Logos were e f f e c t e d the o v e r t h r e w c f death 
and the r e s u r r e c t i o n o f l i f e . . . " . F u r t h e r c o r r o b o r a t i o n 
o f t h i s p o i n t c c c u r s i n A t h a n a s i u s ' d e s c r i p t i o n c f the 
Logos' r e l a t i o n to man i n h i s bcdy. The Legos i s one 
w i t h a l l men t h r o u g h a bcdy s i m i l a r t c t h e i r s ; he assumed 
a bcdy f o r a s a c r i f i c e on b e h a l f c f bodies s i m i l a r t c 
h i s ; he o f f e r e d h i s bcdy as an ant i g s u c h e n f c r a l l men; 
he t h e r e f c r e b r c u g h t i t about t h a t a l l d i e d i n him, 
t h a t by the o f f e r i n g c f a l i k e body the Leges a b o l i s h e d 
death f r c m a l l whe were l i k e him, and t h a t t h e power 
c f t he law h a v i n g been f u l f i l l e d i n the Lord's bcdy, the 
law untc d e a t h , no l o n g e r had i n f l u e n c e over men l i k e 
him. The body i s t h e r e f c r e t h a t t h r o u g h which the Logos 
and man, i n h i s p h y s i c a l t o t a l i t y , are cne i n common 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s ; i t i s t h a t assumed t o be s a c r i f i c e d f c r 
l i k e b o d i e s , o t h e r w i s e r e f e r r e d t c as " a l l men" or "us 
men", these b e i n g mere p e r s o n a l terms; i t i s the sub-
s t i t u t e f c r a l l men i n d e a t h , a s u b s t i t u t i o n which i s 
n o t v e r y m e a n i n g f u l i f the bcdy assumed i s b u t a bcdy, 
w h i l e man i s b o t h bcdy and s c u l ; i t i s t h a t i n which the 
law, t c which l i k e men are s u b j e c t , i s f u l f i l l e d . There 
seems t h e r e f c r e t c be a c e r t a i n c o r r e l a t i o n between the 
body o f the Lord and men l i k e him. F i n a l l y , t h i s c o r -
r e l a t i o n between C h r i s t ' s humanity and men's i s suggested 
by the q u o t i n g o f Heb. 2.14-15, " s i n c e the c h i l d r e n have 
pa r t a k e n c f b l e e d and f l e s h , he e q u a l l y p a r t o o k c f them....' 
w i t h the i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t j u s t as men p a r t o o k c f a f u l l , 
y e t f r a i l h umanity, sc d i d the Logos i n c a r n a t e . W h i l e , 
t h e r e f o r e , t h e r e may n e t be enough here t c suggest t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s was d e l i b e r a t e l y t r e a t i n g the m a t t e r o f 
C h r i s t ' s s o u l i n the s a c r i f i c i a l d e a t h , t h e r e i s c e r t a i n l y 
enough to suggest t h a t bcdy i s n o t t c be i n t e r p r e t e d i n 
a l i t e r a l f a s h i o n . 
I t i s w o r t h n o t i n g why Ath a n a s i u s uses o n l y "bcdy", 
and then i n an u n q u a l i f i e d f o r m , i n these chapters i n 
wh i c h he i s t r e a t i n g C h r i s t ' s d e a t h , w h i l e elsewhere he 
r e f e r s to "the human body" and "man". For example, i n 
Ch. 11-16, which d e a l w i t h man's r e s t o r a t i o n " i n the 
image", the Leges' humanity i s so d e f i n e d . One o f the 
reasons f o r the use o f an u n q u a l i f i e d "bcdy" i n Chapters 
8-10 and 20-27 i s t h a t i t f e l l o w s c l o s e l y S c r i p t u r a l usage, 
f c r which Athanasius has g r e a t r e s p e c t . For t h e r e one 
f i n d s C h r i s t o l e g i c a l s t a t e m e n t s such as Heb . 10.10, 
"t h r o u g h the o f f e r i n g o f the bcdy o f Jesus C h r i s t ence 
f c r a l l " , 1 Pet.2.24, "he bore our s i n s i n h i s bcdy cn 
the t r e e " and n G n - C h r i s t c l o g i c a l ones as l.Ccr.13.3. 
"and i f I d e l i v e r my body to be b u r n t . . . " . Even as these 
are n e t t o be I n t e r p r e t e d i n an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l manner, 
but as s i g n i f y i n g t h a t weak c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n which man 
d i e s , so ought the Athanasian phrases. Again, "body" 
i s p a r t i c u l a r l y used i n t h i s c o n t e x t i n t h a t the i m m c r t a l 
Leges assumed a m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e body t h a t i n i t 
he might d i e , and t h a t he might d i e i n a manner n a t u r a l 
to man - t h a t i s , as a consequence o f the c r e a t u r e l i n e s s 
o f the body. By so d y i n g , he d e f e a t e d men's death and 
c o r r u p t i o n , and shewed h i m s e l f t c be L i g h t and L i f e . 
For, by the Legos r e l a t i n g to the bcdy, which was i n need 
of s a l v a t i o n , even as the bcdy was r e l a t e d t c c o r r u p t i b l e 
m o r t a l i t y f rom which i t r e q u i r e d s a v i n g , the r e l a t i c n o f 
death and i t s a t t e n d a n t c o r r u p t i o n t o the human bcdy was 
superseded by t h a t o f the Leges t c the body. So h a v i n g 
put cn the i m m o r t a l i t y o f the Leges, the m o r t a l bcdy was 
e n l i v e n e d , death h a v i n g been e f f a c e d , and rose up im-
m c r t a l and i n c o r r u p t i b l e . Yet a g a i n , A t h a n a s i u s ' emphasis 
i n these c o n t e x t s i s i m p o r t a n t as t c why he almost 
e x c l u s i v e l y terms C h r i s t ' s humanity "body" here: the 
emphasis i s upon the man, i n h i s m o r t a l body, which the 
Logcs became i n so f a r as i t was t h r o u g h t h i s t h a t the 
Logos d i e d f c r a l l ; i t i s not however so much upen the 
c o n t e n t o f t h a t humanity. For Athanasius i s n e t sc much 
cencerned here about whether C h r i s t had a human s o u l o r 
n e t , as about whether the assumed humanity o f t h e Leges 
was n a t u r a l l y cne w i t h men's i n i t s c c r r u p t i b i l i t y and 
m o r t a l i t y and whether t h a t humanity became t r u l y h i s . 
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For i t was only by th a t humanity being t o t a l l y approp-
r i a t e d by the inco r r u p t and immortal Logos, the L i f e 
of God, t h a t the former b e n e f i t t e d and was redeemed 
from i t s m o r t a l i t y and corr u p t i o n ; i t was only i n the 
Logos making the assumed humanity h i s very own and thereby 
g i v i n g i t the grace of i n c o r r u p t i b l e immortality that 
such grace came to men. 
Thus even as i n Ch. 11-16, with t h e i r treatment 
of man's r e s t o r a t i o n " i n the image", Athanasius r e f e r s 
to C h r i s t ' s humanity as a "human body" or "man", "man" 
and i t s cognates being the hall-mark of man's r a t i o n a l i t y , 
or r e l a t i o n s h i p to the Logos, so Athanasius r e f e r s to 
C h r i s t ' s humanity i n Ch.8-10 and 20-2 7, i n t h e i r d e a l i n g 
with man's s a l v a t i o n from the corruption and m o r t a l i t y 
n a t u r a l to h i s body, as body, i t being the hall-mark of 
tha t nature from which man i s to be redeemed. 
I t seems the r e f o r e t h a t those passages which touch 
upon the r e l a t i o n of the Logos as God to c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , 
upon C h r i s t ' s instrumental humanity and upon C h r i s t ' s 
death, make no p letence to comment upon the f u l l n e s s , 
or otherwise, of C h r i s t ' s humanity, and should not be 
expected therefore to supply such comment for modern 
s c h o l a r s h i p . Yet i t appears t h a t the d e s c r i p t i o n of 
C h r i s t ' s humanity as man, a man's body and a human body, 
understood t h e o l o g i c a l l y , must be given value. For 
i n being human, C h r i s t ' s humanity i s d i s t i n c t from the 
r e s t of i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t i o n ; i t i s l o g i c a l or i n the 
image of God. Here l i e s i t s human p e r s o n a l i t y . Yet t h i s 
p e r s o n a l i t y i s not the P l a t o n i c , i d e a l i s t i c , s e l f - e x i s t e n t 
s o u l which most s c h o l a r s h i p has sought, as Athanasius 
does not v i s u a l i s e the human so u l i n t h i s a b s t r a c t manner. 
Rather the human soul i s personal i n the e t e r n a l person 
of the div i n e Logos, apart from which the human person 
becomes impersonal (63). 
C l o s e l y r e l a t e d to t h i s matter of the human 
p e r s o n a l i t y of the Logos i n c a r n a t e i s that of the human 
mind of the C h r i s t . L i k e the human so u l of the C h r i s t , 
the human mind i s not mentioned e x p l i c i t l y . Yet, a l s o 
l i k e the human so u l of the C h r i s t , the human mind i s recognised 
i n an i m p l i c i t manner. For, for Athanasius, the human 
mind i s c l o s e l y connected with the human s o u l , and i s 
not as d i s t i n c t as s c h o l a r s l i k e Kannengiesser suggest (64) . 
76, 
According to him, i t i s the nous i n man which i s the b a s i s 
of h i s conformity with the Logos, man's o r i g i n a l s t a t e 
being an e x e r c i s e of pure mind i n contemplation of the 
Logos. At the f a l l , however, passions and the senses 
a s s e r t e d themselves, and thus overthrew the hegemony of 
the nous. I n s h o r t , f o r Kannengiesser, both God's approach 
to man, and man's i d e a l response to God, are i n t e l l e c t u a l 
a c t s . Such a view seems however to be hig h l y s e l e c t i v e . 
For such an a p p r e c i a t i o n of the worship of God through h i s 
Logos i n a "n o e t i c e c s t a c y " does not r e a l l y take s e r i o u s l y 
the p e r c e p t i b l e world, which Athanasius i n c i d e n t a l l y not 
only takes for granted but a l s o i n s i s t s i s good. Such a 
comprehension does not account for the f a c t t h a t whenever 
Athanasius wants to des c r i b e man's a c t u a l f a l l e n s t a t e , 
he tends to speak of the s o u l , and not of the mind. 
Yet perhaps more importantly, such a c o n s i d e r a t i o n does not 
allow for the organic connection t h a t Athanasius seems 
to e s t a b l i s h between the mind and the s o u l . T his connection 
i s manifested s e v e r a l l y . The s o u l , with i t s mind, i s th a t 
whereby God i s seen and apprehended (65); the s o u l , with 
i t s mind, p e r c e i v e s what i s good and what i s r i g h t (66); 
the s o u l , confident i n the p u r i t y of i t s mind, converses 
with the s a i n t s and angels (67). E q u a l l y , when man had 
f a l l e n , there was need of the conversion of man i n h i s 
soul and mind (6 8) . Indeed, one. of the more i n t e r e s t i n g 
r e f e r e n c e s to t h i s connection in. the context of the 
f a l l appears i n CG.26.24f. where Athanasius notes t h a t 
" i f men had consulted the mind of t h e i r s o u l s , they 
would not have f a l l e n headlong i n t o e r r o r , nor have denied 
the true God, the Father of C h r i s t . " . I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g 
because of a r h e t o r i c question which precedes the above 
quotation, where Athanasius asks " i s i t r i g h t to consider 
those who worship (the Greek gods) to be men, and not 
r a t h e r to p i t y them as l e s s r a t i o n a l than animals (hos 
alogon alogoterous) and l e s s s p i r i t u a l than those 
without s p i r i t (ton apsuchon a p s u c h o t e r o u s ) ( 6 9 ) . 
For the d e s c r i p t i o n of the f a l s e worshippers introduces 
the f a c t t h a t i n denying the true God, they had f a i l e d 
to c o n s u l t the mind of t h e i r s o u l s . A second m a n i f e s t a t i o n 
of t h i s connection of the mind and the so u l i s seen i n 
the various passages i n which Athanasius uses the terms 
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interchangeably. The mind (7 0 ) , or the soul ( 7 1 ) , i s that 
through which man p e r c e i v e s God. S i m i l a r l y , i n the f a l l , 
the mind ( 7 2 ) , or the so u l ( 7 3 ) , was abused and was f i x e d 
upon i r r a t i o n a l t h i n g s . Indeed, the i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y 
i s a l l the more t e l l i n g , given the r e t e n t i o n of the same 
function for both the so u l and the mind. A f i n a l manner i n 
which t h i s connection of the mind and the soul i s made c l e a r 
i s t h a t whereby the s o u l , with i t s mind, i s r e f e r r e d to as 
a r a t i o n a l s o u l . I n CG.30.19f. Athanasius s e t s out to 
e s t a b l i s h the e x i s t e n c e of "each one's soul and the mind 
w i t h i n i t " . Hence Athanasius a s s e r t s t h a t " i t i s necessary 
to show b r i e f l y f o r the sake of the simple t h a t each man 
has a s o u l , and that t h i s i s r a t i o n a l . " . ( 7 4 ) . Indeed, i n 
i n d i c a t i n g t h a t the "soul of man i s r a t i o n a l " ( 7 5 ) , Athanasius 
draws a t t e n t i o n to the f a c t t h a t "the senses of the body 
are tuned l i k e a l y r e ; when an understanding mind guides 
them, then the so u l d i s t i n g u i s h e s and knows what i t i s doing. 
But t h i s i s confined to men, and i s the reasoning f a c u l t y 
of a man 1s soul (to logikon t e s psuches ton anthropon).". (76). 
I t seems th e r e f o r e t h a t for Athanasius the mind i s not the 
eq u i v a l e n t of the s o u l . Yet the one i s so c l o s e l y connected 
with the other t h a t the one can be s u b s t i t u t e d for the other 
i n t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l d i s c o u r s e . This may be p a r t l y because 
of Athanasius' seeming lack of concern f o r ant h r o p o l o g i c a l 
e x a c t i t u d e when dea l i n g with p r i m a r i l y t h e o l o g i c a l i s s u e s , 
p a r t l y because of h i s seeming un w i l l i n g n e s s to d i s t i n g u i s h 
r a d i c a l l y between r a t i o n a l i t y and s p i r i t u a l i t y , and p a r t l y 
because the need to d i s t i n g u i s h the mind from the so u l i n 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l e x p o s i t i o n had not y e t a r i s e n . I t seems more*-
over t h a t the s o u l , with i t s mind, can be and i s encompassed 
by Athanasius by the general term " r a t i o n a l s o u l . " . Given such 
an understanding of the s o u l , and i t s mind, i t seems t h a t 
i n s o f a r as Athanasius recognises i n the C h r i s t a human s o u l , 
and more e s p e c i a l l y a r a t i o n a l human s o u l , so f a r Athanasius 
recognises i n him a human mind. Because, however, of the 
nature of the d i s c u s s i o n of the soul and i t s mind, and because 
of the stage to which t h a t d i s c u s s i o n had then evolved, the 
re c o g n i t i o n of the human mind of the Logos incar n a t e i s r a t h e r 
gentle and general. I t i s i m p l i c i t and not e x p l i c i t . 
Given t h a t Athanasius seems to recognise a human 
p e r s o n a l i t y i n the Logos as man, we must ask whether the 
Alexandrian f a t h e r makes any t h e o l o g i c a l use of t h i s same. 
Before attempting to answer t h i s question, we must note that the matter 
of Christ's human personality i s not one under p a r t i c u l a r consideration 
i n the DI, f o r the various reasons which we have suggested; rather i t i s 
implied. Consequently, any theological function which t h i s implied 
human personality of Christ has w i l l also be implied and suggested, 
rather than e x p l i c i t l y expressed. Indeed, i n the DI the central term 
f o r Christ's humanity seems to be "body". For whether t r e a t i n g Christ's 
b i r t h , l i f e or death, or the r e l a t i o n of the divine Logos to his assumed 
humanity, which i s essentially one with creation, his humanity i s defined 
as "body". This i s because the "body" points to man i n his mortal 
creatureliness. Hence by representing Christ's humanity as "body" 
Athanasius contributes to his argument. Thus when Athanasius wishes 
to point to the oneness of the incorporeal Logos and creaturely man, 
brought about by the incarnation, he uses "body", a term with i t s connot-
ations of common creatureliness. When r e f e r r i n g to Christ's b i r t h of 
Mary, and the humanity which the Logos fashioned f o r himself, the term 
"body", with i t s creaturely emphasis, f i t s the creative verb "to fashion". 
Christ's passions are related to his body f o r theological reasons: 
passions are characteristic of earthly bodies, i n that they arise 
from man's i n s t a b i l i t y as a being created from nothing..The incorporeal Logos 
died i n the body as i t was i n and through the m o r t a l i t y of the body 
that men died. Moreover, he died i n the body as he wished to save 
men from the m o r t a l i t y and corruption which were essentially connected 
with t h e i r bodies, and as he wished to raise them to l i f e again. He there-
fore had to assume a body i n order that he might counter the mortal 
corruption essentially connected with i t , by giving new l i f e i n the 
general resurrection. As the bodiless Word, the Logos was i n v i s i b l e , 
and as men were vainly looking f o r God i n creation, the divine Logos 
took a body, an essential part of creation, and thus met men i n the 
place where they were looking f o r him. Even the arguments of Ch.17 and 
Ch.40-45 as to the divine Logos' not being l i m i t e d i n his providential 
care of the cosmos by being incarnate and as to the appropriateness 
of the incarnation, are based upon the oneness of the assumed humanity 
with a l l creation. Thus "body", with i t s overtone of creatureliness, i s 
most suited to the axiom of these arguments. This use of "body" to describe 
Christ's humanity, a usage dictated by argumentative rather than 
anthropological reasons, means again that i n these chapters at least 
the place of the personhood of Christ i n man's salvation w i l l not be stressed. 
Moreover, i t must be noted that even as man's personality i s personal 
only i n the eternal person of the divine Logos, so i s Christ's.. I t i s 
therefore, as we have seen, not a self-existent and independent 
personality. Certainly i t i s not a physical e n t i t y . Consequently, i t 
cannot have an independent role i n the salvation of mankind. 
I t s role w i l l l i e not i n an active programme. For i t i s only the divine 
Logos, the bequeather of L o g i c a l i t y and incorruptible immortality, who, 
i n the f i n a l analysis, can have t h i s active part. Rather i t s r o l e , l i k e that 
of the body to which i t i s i n t r i n s i c a l l y related, i s passive. For the 
personal body receives of the grace of the divine Logos, and through 
i t s t o t a l oneness with man's personal body, so does man's. I t i s 
therefore f o r t h i s passive, receptive role that we must look. 
Given that Athanasius refers to Christ's humanity as body i n many 
of the passages i n the DI, i t i s noteworthy that he often introduces the 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n "human", or i t s cognates, and so points to the personal 
characteristics of that body of Christ. Hence insofar as the Logos' 
humanity has a theological role i n man's salvation, so Christ's human 
personality has, i n that i t i s inseparably connected with the personal 
body, and i n that i t exists i n , and only i n the Logos whose humanity i t 
i s . Indeed, i n Athanasius' description of both the renewal of man i n 
the knowledge of God, and his resurrection from mortal corruption, Christ's 
human body i s seen as theologically important. For with regard to the 
renewal of man.in the knowledge of God, Athanasius notes that i t can 
be effected properly and securely only by the Logos becoming man by 
taking a body l i k e men's. For therein the divine Logos reveals himself 
i n the creation i n which men were seeking f o r God. Indeed, i n thus 
asserting the propriety of the incarnation, Athanasius denies the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s recreation e i t h e r by created beings or through general 
revelation, or the law and the prophets. The immediacy of the divine 
Logos, who reveals and i s revealed, and the human body, through which 
the revelation occurs, and to which i t i s made, i s that which guarantees 
t h i s salvation i n knowledge. The importance of t h i s immediacy of the divine 
Logos and the human body f o r the salvation moreover i s stressed by the 
very fact that even i n those passages where Athahasius i s emphasising 
that i t was necessary that the salvation of man i n the image should stem 
from the very Logos of God, i t appears to be important that the divine 
Logos should take a mortal body. For therein men might be renewed i n the 
image; the a l l holy Son of the Father, who i s the Image of the Father, 
came to man's realm i n order to renew man who had been made i n h i s 
likeness (77). The fact of the incarnation i s a l l the more s t r i k i n g 
here as the context i s that of an argument that only the divine Logos 
could renew man i n God's image. With regard to man's resurrection from mortal 
corruption Athanasius meanwhile asserts that a mere act of w i l l on the 
part of God i s not s u f f i c i e n t . A creative f i a t by God would not have 
sufficed. For i t would not have i d e n t i f i e d the divine healer with man 
i n his essential need; i t would not have allowed man to receive of the 
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Logos' d i v i n i t y through a l i k e body, and thus to have been restored 
i n the incorruptible l i f e i n God. Indeed, the saving r e l a t i n g of the 
di/ine Logos to man could not have been merely external. For while the 
body's m o r t a l i t y would have been overcome by the Logos i f the Logos had 
been outside, and not i n the body, the corruption attendant upon that 
m o r t a l i t y would have remained i n the body. The r e l a t i n g therefore 
had to be int e r n a l and intimate, even as death and corruption were 
related to the body; the saviour, the Logos, had to relate to the body, 
which was i n need of salvation, even as the body was related to that 
from which i t required saving. Death and corruption were not outside the 
body, but involved with i t and i n i t ; death dominated the body, being 
joined to i t . Consequently i t was necessary that the Logos should 
s i m i l a r l y be bound to the body by being i n i t . The r e l a t i o n of death 
and i t s attendant corruption to the human body was therefore superseded 
by that of the enlivening and incorruptible Logos to the body. I n that 
the Logos put on t h i s mortal body, the body received l i f e as a covering. 
I n p u tting on l i f e and immortality, the incorporeal Logos of God, the mortal 
body was enlivened, death having been effaced, and rose up immortal, 
having cast aside' i t s corruption. I t i s therefore through t h i s intimate 
r e l a t i o n of the Logos to the body that the needy humanity was healed. 
Here again the intimate assumption of humanity i s theologically important. 
This becoming man by assuming a body l i k e man's was necessary to the 
t o t a l security of man's complete salvation by the divine Logos. Indeed, 
t h i s idea may l i e behind the statement of 8.18-19, where i t i s noted that 
the Logos did not wish-"" to be i n a body, nor merely to appear. Rather, 
when he came to ef f e c t man's salvation, the Logos wanted to be intimately 
and inseparably related to man's humanity. I n other words, man's whole 
salvation was bound up with the Logos' complete assumption of man's humanity. 
Equally i n t e r e s t i n g i n t h i s respect are Ch.11-16 and Ch.41-43, where 
Athanasius i s t r e a t i n g the recreation of man i n the image, and therefore 
i n the knowledge of God, as he describes Christ's humanity frequently 
as his human body or as man. I n other words, where the receation of man's 
personality i n God i s at stake, Athanasius emphasises the human personality 
of Christ i n God. There seems therefore to be a relationship between 
the recreation of man i n his personality and Christ's human personality 
i n the divine Logos1. This emphasis upon Christ's human personality i n the 
context of man's personal salvation i s a l l the more t e l l i n g when seen 
against the seeming silence of those passages, i n which, f o r argumentative 
reasons, the personal aspect of Christ's humanity i s l e f t to the side. 
I t seems therefore that generally the place of the human personality 
of Christ i s q u i e t l y i n the background of Athanasius' theology i n the DI, 
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I t s presence being s i g n i f i e d by the q u a l i f i c a t i o n by the term "human" 
and i t s cognates of Christ's body, through which man's salvation i s worked 
I n those chapters, however, where the recreation of man's personality i s 
being discussed, the human personality comes more to the fore. Christ's 
human personality therefore i s a theological factor i n Athanasius 1 
theology of salvation, but only i n a passive and receptive manner. 
There i s therefore i n the CG—PI the basis f o r an understanding of 
Christ's humanity. Taken to ef f e c t man's salvation, Christ's humanity 
i s complete i n both i t s r e l a t i o n to man's f r a i l , corrupt and mortal 
creatureliness through his assumed body, and i t s r e l a t i o n to man's 
r a t i o n a l i t y , by which man knows God, through the man which he becomes. I t 
i s through t h i s humanity then that the divine Logos, the Son of God, 
graciously bestows the r a t i o n a l i t y , incorruption and immortality to a l l 
men that a l l men might be r e - v i t a l i s e d and re-established i n t h e i r real 
and true relationship of worship to God, and so enjoy the l i f e of paradise 
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CHAPTER_2 
C0NTRA_ARIAN0S_1 
W r i t t e n , as i t s t i t l e s u ggests, a g a i n s t the A r i a n s , t h i s 
t e x t i s concerned w i t h the c o n t r o v e r s y between the C a t h o l i c s 
and the A r i a n s , n e t as tc whether c u r Lord was Gcd, but as 
to whether he was e s s e n t i a l l y the Son of God, the s o l u t i o n 
o f the former q u e s t i o n b e i n g i n v o l v e d i n t h a t o f the l a t t e r . 
I t i s concerned w i t h the q u e s t i o n as to which o f the two 
t h e o l o g i e s s e t s f o r t h the Lord Jesus C h r i s t as Gcd and Sen 
o f the Fa t h e r . Indeed, t h a t the q u e s t i o n o f the d i v i n e 
Sonship o f the Logos dominates t h i s a n t i - A r i a n work i s 
c l e a r l y seen from a c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f the g e n e r a l c o n t e n t : 
Ch. 11-29 d e a l w i t h the m a t t e r of the d i v i n e Sonship, 
shewing i t t o be e t e r n a l , t c be r e a l , even though n e t l i k e 
e a r t h l y s e n s h i p , and t o be, i n f a c t , the o n l y t r u e s e n s h i p . 
Ch. 30-34 d i s c u s s the term agenetcs, and i t s r e l a t i o n t c 
the d i v i n e Sen , the o n l y - b e g o t t e n o f the Fa t h e r . Ch. 35-36 
t r e a t the i m m u t a b i l i t y o f the Son. Ch. 3 7 f f . t r e a t the 
t e x t s o f P h i l . 2.9, Ps.45.6-7 and Heb. 1.4, which r e l a t e t o 
the e x a l t a t i o n o f the i n c a r n a t e Son, and which the A r i a n s 
had used t o s u p p o r t t h e i r d e n i a l o f the e t e r n a l and d i v i n e 
Senship o f the Logos o f Gcd. Nor i s i t s u r p r i s i n g t h a t the 
c o n t e n t o f the work i s such. For the A r i a n p o s i t i o n a g a i n s t 
which Athanasius i s here a r g u i n g i s concerned n e t w i t h 
C h r i s t ' s h umanity, b u t w i t h h i s e s s e n t i a l d i v i n i t y . The 
A r i a n s t a n d - p o i n t , as o u t l i n e d i n ch . 5-7, m a i n t a i n s the 
complete d i s t i n c t i o n o f the Father and the Son; i t a s s e r t s 
t h a t God was n o t always a F a t h e r , b e i n g once a l o n e , and 
t h a t the Son was not always i n e x i s t e n c e , h a v i n g , b e f o r e 
t i m e , been c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g , and so was to be numbered 
amongst c r e a t u r e s i n t h e i r e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n from the 
e t e r n a l , u n c r e a t e d C r e a t o r God. I n s h o r t , f o r A t h a n a s i u s , 
A r i u s was an a t h e i s t , whe denied t he Son, numbering him 
amongst the c r e a t u r e s . Indeed, so c e n t r a l t c C^Ar.1 i s 
the q u e s t i o n o f the d i v i n e Senship o f the Logos t h a t even 
when t r e a t i n g such t o p i c s as r e v e l a t i o n , the bestowing o f 
the Holy S p i r i t upon men, the r e s u r r e c t i o n and the i n c a r n a t i o n 
the d o c t r i n e o f the Logos' Senship i s seen as the back-
ground a g a i n s t which a l l these are r i g h t l y i n t e r p r e t e d , i n 
8 . 3 6 f f , f o r example, Athanasius asks A r i u s hew he can 
speak t r u l y o f the Father when he denies the Sen who 
r e v e a l s him ? How can he be o r t h o d o x c o n c e r n i n g the 
S p i r i t , w h i l e he speaks p r o f a n e l y o f the Logos who sup-
p l i e s the S p i r i t ? Hew w i l l he be t r u s t e d i n h i s b e l i e f s 
about the r e s u r r e c t i o n , when he denies t h a t C h r i s t became 
the f i r s t - b e g o t t e n from the death f o r men ? And hew he 
would n e t e r r i n r e s p e c t towards the i n c a r n a t e presence 
o f the LGgos, when he i s s i m p l y i g n o r a n t c f the Son's 
t r u e and genuine g e n e r a t i o n c f the Father ? 
I t i s , however, n o t o n l y t r u e t h a t a r i g h t a p p r e c i a t i o n 
c f the e n f l e s h e d presence c f the Logos i s dependent upon 
a r i g h t u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the Son's genuine and t r u e gener-
a t i o n c f the F a t h e r , b u t a l s c t h a t the i n c a r n a t e n a t u r e o f 
the Logos i s e n l y t r e a t e d i n C^Ar^ 1 where i t i s r e q u i r e d 
t c e x p l a i n seme p a r t o f the Sen's human eccnemy, and 
t h e r e b y p r o t e c t the t r u e d i v i n i t y c f the Sen from the 
h e t e r o d o x i c a l a l l e g a t i o n s o f the A r i a n s . Thus i t i s t h a t 
the i n c a r n a t i o n o f the Legos i s mentioned In ch. 3 7 f f o n l y 
t o e x p l a i n the t e x t s P h i l . 2 . 9 , Ps.45.6-7 and Heb.1.4 i n 
t h e i r o r t h o d o x sense,and to show t h a t " h i g h l y e x a l t e d " and 
"has g i v e n " o f P h i l . 2 . 9 , t h a t "has a n o i n t e d " o f Ps.45.6-7 
and t h a t "being made" c f Heb. 1.4 do n o t r e f e r tc the 
d i v i n e n a t u r e c f the Logos, and so i m p l y t h a t i t i s 
c r e a t u r e l y , b u t r e l a t e t c h i s assumed humanity, which i s 
e s s e n t i a l l y d i s t i n c t from the d i v i n e s u b j e c t c f t h a t 
assumption. I n f a c t , the humanity o f C h r i s t i s n e t a 
s u b j e c t i n i t s own r i g h t i n C^Ar^ 1 . , b u t i s i n t r o d u c e d 
e n l y t c s a f e g u a r d the d i v i n e economy o f the Leges frcm t h a t 
w h i c h i s p r o p e r t c h i s human eccnemy. That the humanity 
c f C h r i s t i s n e t a s u b j e c t c f c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n i t s own r i g h 
i n the C ^ A r ^ l . i s c o n f i r m e d by A t h a n a s i u s ' o u t l i n e o f the 
A r i a n theses which he i n t e n d s to t r e a t i n t h i s t e x t . I n 
t h i s o u t l i n e i n ch. 5-7 the humanity c f C h r i s t i s n o t 
mentioned as one c f the t c p i c s c f which A r i u s h e l d h e t e r c -
d c x i c a l v i e w s , and which Athanasius t h e r e f o r e had t c t r e a t . 
That the humanity c f C h r i s t , the s u b j e c t c f t h i s s t u d y , 
i s seen i n the C ^ A r ^ l . i n r e s p e c t c f the d o c t r i n e c f the 
e t e r n a l , d i v i n e Scnship c f the Leges i s t r u e . Yet i t i s 
n e t to be c o n s i d e r e d s i m p l y i n terms o f the Logos' d i v i n e 
Sonship, b u t i n terms o f the d i v i n e Scnship i n i t s 
s c t e r i c l o g i c a l a s p e c t . C h r i s t ' s humanity was, f o r 
A t h a n a s i u s , t h a t i n which and t h r o u g h which man's s a l v a t i o n 
was e f f e c t e d . Yet t h a t s a l v a t i o n , which was worked c u t 
f o r men i n C h r i s t , stems f r c m the v e r y Scnship c f the Leges 
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Had n e t the Logos been t r u l y the Sen c f God, the r e a l i t y 
o f redemption and grace wculd n e t have been r e a l i s e d . The 
t r u t h c f God wculd net have been vouchsafed f c r s i n f u l man 
i n C h r i s t ; man's f e l l o w s h i p w i t h God and h i s a d o p t i o n as 
a son o f God wculd n e t have o c c u r r e d . Fcr C h r i s t w culd 
n e t have had as h i s cwn t h a t which i t was necessary t c 
gi v e t c man f c r h i s s a l v a t i o n . 
C h r i s t ' s humanity, v a r i o u s l y d e s c r i b e d as f l e s h , bcdy 
and man, i s t c be seen i n i t s c o n t r a s t w i t h God. I t i s 
c o n s e q u e n t l y t o be seen as s i g n i f y i n g humanity ever a g a i n s t 
d i v i n i t y i n the f i r s t p l a c e , and n e t p r i m a r i l y as p a r t i c u l a r 
s u b t l e t i e s o f a s t r i c t l y worked c u t a n t h r e p e l e g y . I t i s 
moreover t c be seen i n i t s s c t e r i c l c g i c a l c o n t e x t , where 
the humanity i s t r e a t e d as t h a t assumed t c guarantee man's 
s a l v a t i c n , and i n I t s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t e x t , i n which the 
humanity i s n e t t r e a t e d i n i t s cwn r i g h t , b u t as t h a t 
t h r o u g h which the d i v i n e Logcs i s p r o t e c t e d from a l l e g a t i o n s 
o f b e i n g c r e a t u r e l y , and t h e r e f o r e mutable and p a s s i b l e . I t 
i s a g a i n s t t h i s background t h a t cur study must prcceed. Fcr 
n e t t c do so, and to f o r g e t t h i s s o t e r i c l c g i c a l and 
t h e c l c g i c a l s e t t i n g , wculd be t c i n t r o d u c e overtones and 
elements f o r e i g n t c A t h a n a s i u s ' i n t e n t i o n . 
As i n A t h a n a s i u s ' f i r s t work, the CG-DI, sc i n C ^ A r ^ l . 
the Leges o f God i s the s u b j e c t o f the I n c a r n a t i c n . Des-
c r i b e d v a r i o u s l y as the Sen c f the F a t h e r , the c n l y - b c g o t t e n 
Wisdcm, God the L c r d , the K i n g , the L i g h t from L i g h t , Power 
and v e r y Image o f the Father's essence, the Framer c f 
e x i s t e n c e , and the S a v i c u r , the Legos i s seen as b e i n g by 
n a t u r e e t e r n a l , c c - e x i s t e n t w i t h the F a t h e r , u n a l t e r a b l e 
and unchangeable. He i s he who i s one (hen) w i t h the 
Father ( 1 ) . 
Nor dc verses such as Ps. 45.6-7, Prcv.8.22, P h i l . 2 . 
5-11 or Heb.1.4. c a l l i n t c q u e s t i c n t h i s e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y 
c f the Legos c f Gcd. Fcr t h e y dc n o t have t h e i r p c i n t of 
r e f e r e n c e i n the e t e r n a l essence c f the Sen o f the F a t h e r , 
but i n the embedied presence c f the Saviour; they r e f e r tc 
the human economy c f the d i v i n e Legos, i n which he was 
b a p t i s e d , d i e d and rose again cn b e h a l f c f a l l . Indeed, 
even such an i n i t i a l l y s t a r t l i n g verse as Acts 2.36 "and 
Gcd made him b c t h L c r d and C h r i s t " , dees n e t cast dcubt 
upon the e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y , as i t l i k e w i s e has i t s p c i n t 
o f r e f e r e n c e n e t In the u n c r e a t e d b e i n g c f the d i v i n e 
Legos, b u t i n h i s assumed, c r e a t e d humanity, i n and 
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t h r o u g h which the Leges f u l f i l l e d h i s m i s s i o n as the 
C h r i s t f o r men, and i n which he r e v e a l e d t c men h i s 
e t e r n a l n a t u r e as Lo r d . 
I t was t h i s d i v i n e Legos, ccnsubs t a n t i a l and cc-
e t e r n a l w i t h the F a t h e r , who became i n c a r n a t e . 
For convenience we s h a l l d i v i d e A t h a n a s i u s 1 des-
c r i p t i o n c f the I n c a r n a t i o n i n the C ^ A r ^ l . i n t o f o u r 
s e c t i o n s . The f i r s t w i l l cover the g e n e r a l d e s c r i p t i o n 
o f the i n c a r n a t i o n ; the second the Athanasian d e s c r i p t i o n 
o f t h a t which the Logos became i n h i m s e l f ; the t h i r d 
t h a t c f t h a t which the Logos took from w i t h o u t h i m s e l f t o 
h i m s e l f ; and the f o u r t h w i l l t r e a t the r e m a i n i n g r e f e r e n c e s 
t c the human economy o f the d i v i n e Leges. B e f o r e , however, 
embarking upon t h i s c o n s i d e r a t i o n c f A t h a n a s i u s ' under-
s t a n d i n g c f the I n c a r n a t i o n , we must emphasise t h a t t h i s 
c a t e g o r i s i n g c f the i n c a r n a t i c n a l d e s c r i p t i e n s i n t c f c u r 
grcups i s dene o n l y f o r ease c f p r e s e n t a t i o n . I t i s net 
because the A l e x a n d r i a n ' s thought c o n s i s t s i n f c u r r i g i d 
c a t e g o r i e s . Indeed, each o f these grcups c f i n c a r n a t i c n a l 
d e s c r i p t i e n s r e a c t s upen and q u a l i f i e s the meaning c f the 
e t h e r s ; i t i s the sum t o t a l c f the meaning c f a l l f c u r 
grcups t h a t forms the p i c t u r e c f A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
c f C h r i s t ' s humanity. 
Under the heading c f g e n e r a l d e s c r i p t i e n s c f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n , we must n c t e A t h a n a s i u s 1 r e f e r e n c e tc the 
d i v i n e Leges' I n c a r n a t e presence, to h i s v i s i t a t i o n , and 
tc h i s m i n i s t r y amcngst men and f o r men. The i n c a r n a t e 
presence c f the Leges i s d e s c r i b e d b c t h as the e n f l e s h e d 
presence and as the embodied presence, the l a t t e r b e i n g 
the a r g u m e n t a t i v e a l t e r n a t i v e t c "and the Lcrd became man" (2) . 
I t i s i n t h i s presence c f the Leges t h a t the death e n f e r c e d 
by the d i s p e n s a t i o n c f the Law i s f i n a l l y d e s t r o y e d . Hence 
t h i s presence c f the d i v i n e Leges i s t c be seen as a 
s c t e r i c l e g i c a l presence c f Gcd amcngst men. The egidemia 
of the Leges i s a l s c compared and c o n t r a s t e d w i t h the 
d i s p e n s a t i o n o f the Law, under which n o t h i n g was e f f e c t e d 
w i t h regards tc man's s a l v a t i o n , as i t was o n l y t h r o u g h 
the v i s i t a t i o n c f the Lcrd Jesus C h r i s t t h a t the w i l l c f 
the Father f o r man's s a l v a t i o n was p e r f e c t e d . There i s , 
i n c i d e n t a l l y , i m p l i c i t i n t h i s d e s c r i p t i c n c f the i n -
c a r n a t i o n o f the Logos the th o u g h t t h a t the i n c a r n a t i o n 
was n o t n a t u r a l f o r the d i v i n e Leges , egi_demia and epidemein 
c a r r y i n g w i t h them the idea c f s e j e u r n i n g , c f the d i v i n e 
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Leges n e t b e i n g p r c p e r l y " a t heme"in h i s i n c a r n a t e s t a t e . 
This i s n e t , however, t c cast dcubt upen the r e a l i t y c f 
h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , b u t tc shew b o t h t h a t the Leges i s 
n a t u r a l l y Gcd, and thus cne w i t h the F a t h e r , and t h a t the 
d i v i n e Leges i s i n c a r n a t e by grace, and n e t by n a t u r e . 
The t h i r d g e n e r a l d e s c r i p t i o n c f the i n c a r n a t i o n i n C.Ar.l 
i s he_di_akcnia c f the d i v i n e Leges . E f f e c t e d i n time , i n 
the c r e a t u r e l y realm by the e t e r n a l Leges, whe as d i v i n e 
Leges i s beyend time and c r e a t i o n , t h i s m i n i s t r y i s b e t t e r 
than t h a t e f f e c t e d t h r o u g h the Law and the Prophets; the 
m i n i s t r y c f the Sen i s b e t t e r than the m i n i s t r y c f the 
s e r v a n t s ( 3 ) . I t i s b e t t e r i n the sense t h a t w h i l e the 
e a r l i e r o f the twe m i n i s t r i e s was able t c e n f e r c e the law 
c f Gcd upon man unto d e a t h , but was n o t able t c rescue 
them from i t s condemnatory g r i p , t h i s l a t t e r e f f e c t e d 
man's s a l v a t i o n f r c m the death w h i c h had r e i g n e d ever 
him t h r o u g h the lav/, by f u l f i l l i n g b o t h the law and the 
death consequent t c man's t r a n s g r e s s i o n c f t h a t law. T i e d 
i n w i t h t h i s d e s c r i p t i o n c f the i n c a r n a t i o n as m i n i s t r y , 
whereby the Leges came t c m i n i s t e r and tc g r a n t s a l v a t i o n 
t c a l l , i s the idea c f the Leges, whe i s the L c r d , beccming 
a s e r v a n t , a m i n i s t e r m i n s t e r i n g t c the needs c f f r a i l man. 
Here t h e r e f o r e i s found, v e r y s u c c i n c t l y , the m i r a c l e c f 
grace and h u m i l i t y , r e v e a l e d i n the p h i l a n t h r o p i c s e l f -
h u m i l i a t i o n c f the d i v i n e Logos i n becoming man. 
The second group c f d e s c r i p t i e n s c f the I n c a r n a t i o n i n 
the C^Ar^ 1. concern those which d e s c r i b e the process c f 
the d i v i n e Legos beccming something i n h i m s e l f , the 
i n e a r n a t i o n a l a c t which a f f e c t s the Logos h i m s e l f . 
C e n t r a l t c A t h a n a s i u s ' i n c a r n a t i c n a l t h e c l c g y i s the 
t r u t h t h a t the d i v i n e Leges became man; he became f l e s h . 
Tc these t r a d i t i o n a l C h r i s t o l c g i c a l statements Athanasius 
adds o t h e r s . The SGn c f the noble F a t h e r , he whe e x i s t e d 
i n the form o f Gcd, humbled h i m s e l f and became a s e r v a n t 
i n s t e a d o f , and cn b e h a l f c f men. The d i v i n e Leges, the 
L c r d , became f c r man's sake the s l a v e . Herein came abcut 
a complete i n v e r s i o n o f r c l e s , t h r o u g h which t h e r e o c c u r r e d 
a t r u e h u m i l i a t i o n c f the Leges. These s e n t i m e n t s c o n t a i n e d 
i n 43.41-2 a r e , c f c c u r s e , , echoes c f P h i l . 2 . 5 - 1 1 , which 
i s a c t u a l l y qucted t w i c e i n C^Ar^ 1, a t 40.28-36 and 47.30-31. 
Yet the idea c f the s e l f - h u m i l i a t i c n c f the Image, the i m m o r t a l 
Legos, i s p r e v a l e n t elsewhere. 40.8; 41.33-34; 42.7-9; 
43.32-33; 44.28, and 50.17-18 a l l s t r e s s , i n a P h i l i p p i a n 
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manner, t h e h u m i l i a t i c n o f him whc, t h r o u g h b e i n g i n the 
form c f Gcd, t c c k the f c r m c f man o r the f c r m c f a s l a v e . 
40.38-1 a l s c s t r e s s e s t h a t t h e h u m i l i a t i c n was genuine, 
the d i v i n e Logos i n no way b e i n g b e t t e r e d t h r e u g h h i s 
i n c a r n a t i c n . Y e t , f c r a l l t h a t , the d i v i n e Legos was n e t 
h u m i l i a t e d i n h i m s e l f , but remained ever the g l o r i o u s Son 
o f the F a t h e r . Rather, the h u m i l i a t i . c n was r e l a t e d to h i s 
humanity, and was the Leges' o n l y t h r o u g h h i s assumption 
o f f l e s h , t h r o u g h man's body o f h u m i l i a t i o n b e i n g h i s v e r y 
own. This same s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n c f the d i v i n e Legos i s 
o t h e r w i s e r e f e r r e d to as the descent tc man c f the Sen, 
the Lord c f G l o r y , the H i g h e s t , the heavenly man f r c m on 
h i g h . These s u p e r l a t i v e e p i t h e t s , used o f the Son, o n l y 
emphasise the degree c f s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n undertaken by the 
Leges i n h i s becoming man. At the same t i m e , the verb 1 t c 
descend', i s used, e s p e c i a l l y i n Ch.44, t c d e s c r i b e the 
death c f C h r i s t , t h a t s a c r i f i c e b e i n g the acme c f t h i s 
s e l f - h u m i l i a t i c n c f the d i v i n e Leges, the L i f e o f God. 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 a f f i r m a t i o n t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos became 
man, o f which t he Legos' becoming a s e r v a n t I s b u t a 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n , i s c o l o u r e d by the r e j e c t i o n o f the twe 
h e t e r o d c x i c a l views t h a t C h r i s t i s by n a t u r e w h o l l y man, 
and n o t h i n g more, and t h a t C h r i s t was n e t God the Sen, the 
Leges, b e f o r e he became man, but t h a t he became such as a 
r e s u l t c f h i s v i r t u o u s human l i f e . I n o t h e r words, 
Athanasius i s denying e i t h e r t h a t the Logos a l t e r e d i n 
h i s v e r y n a t u r e i n becoming man, o r t h a t he o n l y then came 
i n t o b e i n g . Indeed, A t h a n a s i u s a s s e r t s t h a t he was e t e r n a l l y 
the Legos c f the F a t h e r , and t h a t sc b e i n g d i v i n e , he 
became man, or the Son o f man; the d i v i n e Legos, w h i l e 
e t e r n a l l y one o f the T r i n i t y , became man f o r man's sake. 
Indeed, Athanasius r e v e a l s i n s e v e r a l ways t h a t the d i v i n e 
Logos d i d n e t undergo any a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g i n 
becoming man: t h e r e i s the c l e a r r e j e c t i o n o f the h e t e r o -
d c x i c a l views mentioned above; t h e r e i s the use c f the 
c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t tense c f the v e r b " t o be", w i t h i t s 
s u g g e s t i o n o f e t e r n a l i m m u t a b i l i t y , which stands i n marked 
c o n t r a s t w i t h the use o f the a o r i s t and p e r f e c t tenses c f 
the v erb " t c become", w i t h i t s c o n n o t a t i o n o f an event 
accomplished i n time and space. A g a i n , t h e r e i s the phrase 
"the Logos, as man", i n which the Logos i s s t i l l seen as 
d i v i n e , b u t a l s o as the Logos whc has q u a l i f i e d h i s e x i s t e n c e 
by assuming t c h i m s e l f a human economy. The i m p l i c a t i o n s c f 
90. 
a l l these suggests t h a t the e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e Leges became 
man, w h i l e y e t r e m a i n i n g e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e . This i m p l i c a t i c n 
i s c o n f i r m e d i n t h r e e r e l a t e d areas: the d i v i n e Leges who 
i s e t e r n a l l y worshipped w i t h God b e f o r e h i s i n c a r n a t i o n 
i s s t i l l worshipped as d i v i n e even a f t e r becoming man; and 
i n no way i s t h i s w o r s h i p i d o l a t r o u s , which i t would have 
been had the Logos ceased i n any way to be the t r u e son o f 
God a f t e r h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . A g a i n , the Son, the C r e a t o r 
Logos, who became man and so i s c a l l e d Jesus, s t i l l c o n t r o l s 
the u n i v e r s e t h r o u g h h i s p r o v i d e n t i a l c a r e . L a s t l y , the 
d i v i n e Leges, t h r o u g h whom the Holy S p i r i t f l e w s to men, 
s a n c t i f i e s h i m s e l f as man, and i n d o i n g so, s a n c t i f i e s 
men. He i s t h e r e f o r e s t i l l the d i v i n e S a n c t i f i e r , even 
w h i l e he was i n c a r n a t e . I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t the 
d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t a l t e r when he became man ( 4 ) , but 
remained what he had ever been, namely the d i v i n e C r e a t o r 
Logos, the Son of the F a t h e r . 
T h i s "becoming man" o f the Leges d i d n o t a f f e c t e i t h e r 
the s t a t e o r the b e i n g c f the d i v i n e Leges because "becoming" 
i s n o t used c f the b e i n g c f the d i v i n e Logos ( 5 ) , o f which 
the v e r b " t c be", w i t h i t s c o n n o t a t i o n s c f e t e r n a l im-
m u t a b i l i t y , alone can be, and i s used, i n an u n q u a l i f i e d 
sense. Rather, " t o become" i s used o f o r i g i n a t e e x i s t e n c e ( 6 ) , 
o f w h i c h the d i v i n e Logos was n o t a p a r t a k e r , ' except i n and 
t h r o u g h h i s assumed humanity. Thus " h e n c e f o r t h l e t them 
u n d e r s t a n d 1 become 1 . . . . c f h i s e n f l e s h e d presence" ( 7 ) . A 
f u r t h e r reason as tc why " t o become" i s n e t t c be r e f e r r e d 
t e the d i v i n e Logos, b u t o n l y tc h i s assumed humanity, l i e s 
i n the f a c t t h a t , a c c o r d i n g to A t h a n a s i u s , the phrase "he 
became" i s used i n S c r i p t u r e to s i g n i f y , n o t the b e g i n n i n g 
o f b e i n g , b u t the b e g i n n i n g c f h e l p to the needy ( 8 ) . Thus 
"becoming" i n a h e l p i n g c o n t e x t r e f e r s n o t tc any o r i g i n a l 
coming i n t o b e i n g , nor t c t h e essence of the b e n e f a c t c r , 
but the b e n e f i c e n c e coming from the h e l p e r t c the h e l p e d . 
When, t h e r e f o r e , i t i s s a i d o f God t h a t "he became man" i n 
o r d e r t c h e l p man, by redeeming him, i t i s s a i d n o t i n o r d e r 
to dencte any o r i g i n a l becoming - f c r God i s w i t h o u t b e g i n -
n i n g and u n o r i g i n a t e - b u t the s a l v a t i o n which came to be 
f c r men from him ( 9 ) . I t was t h e r e f o r e i n r e l a t i o n to the 
o r i g i n a t e manhood which the d i v i n e Leges assumed f o r a l l , 
t h a t the "becoming" man c f the Logcs i s t c be u n d e r s t o o d . 
S i m i l a r l y , i t i s i n r e l a t i o n t c t h i s same o r i g i n a t e 
manhood t h a t the Son o f God's "b e i n g made" the Son c f Man 
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i s t o be un d e r s t o o d . For the verb " t o make" i s a term 
a s s o c i a t e d w i t h c r e a t u r e l y e x i s t e n c e , o f which the d i v i n e 
Logos p a r t o o k o n l y t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , and n e t w i t h 
the d i v i n e Sen, w i t h whom the term e t e r n a l Demiourge (10) 
i s n a t u r a l l y and p r o p e r l y r e l a t e d . The Logos' b e i n g made 
man t h e r e f o r e p o i n t s t o the Logos' c r e a t u r e l y e x i s t e n c e 
as man; i t does n e t i m p l y t h a t the Logos, whe i s t r u l y 
d i f f e r e n t i n k i n d , d i f f e r e n t i n essence from t h i n g s 
o r i g i n a t e , b e i n g p r o p e r to the Father's essence and one 
i n n a t u r e w i t h i t , was a c r e a t e d work, and one o f t h i n g s 
o r i g i n a t e , as the A r i a n s supposed. When t h e r e f o r e i t 
i s s a i d t h a t God became or was made man, i t i s n o t s a i d 
i n o r d e r to i m p l y t h a t the D i v i n e Logos underwent an 
e s s e n t i a l a l t e r a t i o n i n e i t h e r h i s s t a t e o r b e i n g . 
As a r e s u l t o f the d i v i n e Logos' h a v i n g e x p e r i e n c e d 
no a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y i n h a v i n g become 
i n c a r n a t e , the d i v i n e Logos h i m s e l f cannot be s a i d to 
have been e i t h e r b e t t e r e d o r b e l i t t l e d t h e r e b y . 
That t he d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t r e c e i v e promotion i n 
and t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n i s seen m a i n l y i n the c o n t e x t 
o f A t h a n a s i u s ' e x p o s i t i o n o f c e r t a i n b i b l i c a l t e x t s , ever 
a g a i n s t t h e i r h e t e r c d o x i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n by the A r i a n s . 
Statements such as "having become g r e a t e r " , drawn from 
Heb.1.4, and "wherefore God has e x a l t e d him", taken from 
P h i l . 2 . 9 , do not i m p l y t h a t the Leges was o f an o r i g i n a t e 
n a t u r e who was then promoted to Sonship t h r o u g h grace as 
a reward f o r h i s v i r t u o u s l i f e amongst men. For these 
s t a t e m e n t s are n o t t o be understood o f the e t e r n a l essence 
o f the Son of the Fath e r b u t o f the embodied presence o f 
the S a v i o u r . They t h e r e f o r e hav^e no meaning f o r the 
e t e r n a l l y immutable d i v i n i t y of the Sen o f God. Indeed, 
t o suggest w i t h the A r i a n s t h a t such statements i m p l i e d 
t h a t the Logos i n c a r n a t e was seeki n g promotion t h r o u g h 
h i s v i r t u o u s l i v i n g was t o i n t r o d u c e i r r e g u l a r i t i e s i n t o 
one's t h e o l o g y . For one would then be a s s e r t i n g t h a t the 
d i v i n e Sen o f the Father humbled h i m s e l f by t a k i n g the form 
o f a s e r v a n t i n o r d e r t o seek f o r h i m s e l f what by n a t u r e he 
a l r e a d y had, i n o r d e r to o b t a i n f o r h i m s e l f t h a t grace 
which he had bestowed from a l l e t e r n i t y and i n o r d e r to gain 
f o r h i m s e l f t h a t name which was above every e t h e r name, and 
a t which every knee s h o u l d bow, when he had been worshipped 
e t e r n a l l y , as verses such as Ps.20.7; 54.1; 72.17; Jn . 1.1 
and Heb.1.6 r e v e a l . 
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F u r t h e r c o n f i r m a t i o n t h a t i t was n o t the d i v i n e Logos 
who was b e t t e r e d i n and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n l i e s i n 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f s o t e r i c l c g y . A t h a n a s i u s 
r e j e c t e d the A r i a n c o n c e p t i o n o f t he i n c a r n a t i o n , whereby 
th e Logos d i d n o t promote h i s assumed humanity, but was 
h i m s e l f promoted t h r o u g h i t , a view whereby the o r t h o d o x 
d o c t r i n e o f s a l v a t i o n was undermined. Rather, Athanasius 
m a i n t a i n e d t h a t the e t e r n a l l y worshipped Son, the Lord of 
G l o r y , the Highest,became i n c a r n a t e , n e t to be promoted 
h i m s e l f , b u t to promote those t h i n g s w a n t i n g p r o m o t i o n ; 
the Logos, the Son o f God, became man n o t to r e c e i v e 
the t i t l e o f "Sen" and of "God" as a reward f o r v i r t u e , 
t i t l e s which were h i s from e t e r n i t y , b u t to e f f e c t man's 
p r o m o t i o n , by d e i f y i n g men thro u g h making them the sens 
o f the F a t h e r . Indeed, t h a t the b e n e f i t s accrued t h r o u g h 
the i n c a r n a t i o n were n o t the Logos' b u t men's i s d r i v e n 
home i n Ch.43. For i n no way d i d the i n c a r n a t i o n con-
s t i t u t e a promotion f o r the Logos. I t r a t h e r c o n s t i t u t e d 
an u t t e r h u m i l i a t i o n . For w h i l e b e i n g by n a t u r e God, 
unwanting and complete, and t h e r e f o r e n o t open to advance-
ment, and w h i l e b e i n g the v e r y L i g h t o f God, the d i v i n e 
Logos became i n c a r n a t e by assuming a body of h u m i l i a t i o n , 
o r a f l e s h e nslaved to s i n ; w h i l e b e i n g e t e r n a l l y the Lord 
o f c r e a t i o n , he became man by t a k i n g the form o f a s l a v e . 
For the d i v i n e Logos t h e r e f o r e the i n c a r n a t i o n meant a 
s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n , and n o t a promotion and advancement. 
Indeed, even t he grace bestowed by the d i v i n e Logos upen 
h i m s e l f as man was n o t f o r h i s own b e t t e r m e n t , but f o r 
man's sake. For i n r e c e i v i n g t h a t grace, men were b e t t e r e d 
i n and th r o u g h C h r i s t . Men were rescued from the f a n t a s i e s 
o f the demons which were d e s t r o y e d by C h r i s t ; they were 
br o u g h t from i d o l a t r y t o the wors h i p o f the t r u e God, the 
Father o f Jesus C h r i s t ; t h e y were redeemed from s i n ; they 
were r a i s e d from death and e x a l t e d to heaven, b e i n g b r o u g h t 
i n t o God's presence, as Gcd was i n them i n and t h r o u g h 
C h r i s t , the cause o f men's b e i n g r a i s e d from m o r t a l i t y to 
l i f e b e i n g the v e r y same as t h a t o f C h r i s t ' s b e i n g r a i s e d . 
For even as the d i v i n e Logos was i n h i s assumed humanity 
and caused i t to r i s e , so the Lord was i n men t h r o u g h C h r i s t 
and caused them to r i s e . F u r t h e r , men, t h r c u g h t h e i r k i n -
s h i p w i t h the body of the i n c a r n a t e Logos, had beccme the 
temple o f God, a phrase drawn from P a u l i n e usage, and used 
i n a s i m i l a r l y n o n - a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l sense i n the DI o f C h r i s t , 
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as t h a t d e n o t i n g the complete i n d w e l l i n g o f Jesus by 
Gcd the Leges; they were made sens c f Gcd, and con-
s e q u e n t l y the Lcrd was worshipped i n them. In ccmpariscn 
w i t h the d i v i n e Leges who e x p e r i e n c e d h u m i l i a t i o n i n and 
t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n , man's e x a l t a t i o n i n C h r i s t i s 
a l l the mere marked. 
I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e Leges was 
n e t b e t t e r e d i n h i s becoming man f o r a l l . For b e i n g God, 
the Leges became man, and n e t , as the A r i a n s m a i n t a i n e d , 
b e i n g man, the Leges l a t e r became Gcd. 
E q u a l l y , the d i v i n e Legos was n o t b e l i t t l e d i n 
beccming man. His d i v i n e essence d i d not s u f f e r e i t h e r 
a d e f e c t or a f f e c t i o n t h e r e b y . For any d e f e c t or 
a f f e c t i o n s u f f e r e d i n and th r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n by the 
Leges was s u f f e r e d by the d i v i n e Leges as man, such b e i n g 
p e c u l i a r to h i s p a s s i b l e and f i n i t e humanity a l c n e . 
Indeed, such were the d i v i n e Leges* o n l y through h i s 
assumption c f them i n the i n c a r n a t i o n and t h e r e f o r e 
d i r e c t l y a f f e c t e d h i s e t e r n a l n a t u r e as Gcd i n nc manner. 
I n f a c t , had the d i v i n e Logos s u f f e r e d any b e l i t t l i n g 
i n r e g a r d to h i s e s s e n t i a l d i v i n i t y t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , 
the e f f e c t i v e s a l v a t i o n c f men would have been d e n i e d . Fcr 
had the Logos who t r u l y became i n c a r n a t e f c r men n e t been 
t r u l y Gcd, the s a l v a t i o n c f man, which was the Father's 
g l e r y , would n e t have o c c u r r e d . 
That the d i v i n e Leges d i d n e t undergo any a l t e r a t i c n 
i n h i s d i v i n e s t a t e c r b e i n g i n beccming man i s t h e r e f o r e 
c c r r c b c r a t e d i n t h a t the d i v i n e Leges d i d n et undergo 
e i t h e r promotion c r b e l i t t l i n g i n h i s i n c a r n a t i c n . 
A l t h o u g h , however, the d i v i n e Leges remained t r u l y 
Gcd w h i l e y e t beccming man, he d i d beccme t r u e man. Fcr 
i n beccming man, he became cne w i t h o r i g i n a t e e x i s t e n c e ; 
i n b e i n g made man, he e s t a b l i s h e d a u n i t y w i t h c r e a t e d 
e x i s t e n c e ; i n beccming man as men a r e , he was enabled t c 
i d e n t i f y h i m s e l f w i t h a l l e t h e r men, whem he wished t c 
d e i f y . Indeed, had the Lcrd n e t beccme t r u e man, men 
wculd n e t have been saved. Through the Leges beccming 
man as men a r e , the Leges e s t a b l i s h e d an e s s e n t i a l oneness 
between the man C h r i s t and a l l e t h e r men. When, hewever, 
we say " e s s e n t i a l c n e r e s s " , we mean t h a t s o l i d a r i t y c f the 
d i v i n e Leges w i t h men, e f f e c t e d i n the c r e a t u r e l i n e s s c f 
f a l l e n man, and n o t i n h i s e v i l . Fcr c t h e r w i s e C h r i s t ' s 
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s i n l e s s n e s s would have been t a r n i s h e d . Indeed, i t i s 
o n l y i n t h a t f a l l e n man i s e v i l i n h i s a c t i o n , and n o t 
i n h i s n a t u r e , t h a t the Logos can e s t a b l i s h t h a t u n i t y ; 
had man i n h i s f a l l e n n a t u r e been e v i l i n b e i n g , the 
s i n l e s s Leges c o u l d n e t have been u n i t e d w i t h him f c r 
man's s a l v a t i o n . I t was, however, t h r o u g h the Leges 
becoming one w i t h man i n and through the i n c a r n a t i o n t h a t 
the union of the person o f the Logos and t h a t o f man, 
was e f f e c t e d . Through the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f the Leges 
and men i n man, men were redeemed. 
The same emphases r e g a r d i n g t he i n c a r n a t i o n of the 
d i v i n e Leges are made i n the C h r i s t c l c g i c a l statements o f 
the Logos beccming f l e s h . Fcr i t was n e t the F a t h e r , b u t 
the d i v i n e Leges who became f l e s h , and who i n becoming 
f l e s h was n e t a f f e c t e d i n h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e . Fcr h i s 
essence was e t e r n a l and equal t c God's. Indeed, the 
e t e r n a l and immutable e x i s t e n c e o f the d i v i n e Legos, as 
i m p l i e d by the use o f t h e c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t tense c f the 
v e r b " t c be" i n r e g a r d t c the d i v i n e b e i n g , stands i n 
marked c c n t r a s t w i t h h i s e n t r y i n t o the realm c f time 
t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , an e n t r y demonstrated by the use 
c f the temp o r a l adverbs " w h e n " b e f o r e ..." and " a f t e r . . . . " 
( 1 1 ) , and the use c f t he pas t tenses c f the verb " t c become", 
w i t h t h e i r r e f e r e n c e to events i n t i m e . One c f the most 
marked examples c f t h i s c o n t r a s t c f the Legos' e t e r n a l 
e x i s t e n c e w i t h h i s i n c a r n a t e e x i s t e n c e w i t h i n the bcunds 
c f time must be 44.1 where we read t h a t "being God, the 
Leges became f l e s h , the c c n t i n u c u s p r e s e n t tense s t a n d i n g 
out a g a i n s t the p e r f e c t c f " t o become". F i n a l l y , 
s c t e r i c l c g y l i e s b e h i n d A t h a n a s i u s ' c c n c e p t i c n c f the 
i n c a r n a t i c n ; the d i v i n e Logos became f l e s h , and thus man, 
i n o r d e r t h a t i n i d e n t i f y i n g h i m s e l f w i t h man, he might 
redeem men unto h i m s e l f . Hence the i n c a r n a t i c n was f c r the 
b e t t e r m e n t n e t c f C h r i s t , b u t c f man. 
The t h i r d group c f d e s c r i p t i o n s which we here meet 
i s t h a t d e s c r i b i n g the humanity which the Leges assumed 
from o u t s i d e tc h i m s e l f . The Leges assumed f l e s h or a body; 
he p u t cn f l e s h or a body; he bcre f l e s h or man's bedy. 
Thus the humanity and the body i s h i s ; i n e t h e r wcrds, the 
assumed body became the bedy c f the Lord. 
Most o f these i n c a r n a t i o n a l statements we have 
a l r e a d y met i n the CG-DI. Yet cne p o i n t which i s r a i s e d 
i n 43.33-34 must be d i s c u s s e d : the Leges assumed ten 
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^22i2 i !22 i.£.ar_s arka_J;e_hamar t i a . On f i r s t appearance, 
t h i s seems tc p o i n t tc C h r i s t ' s b e i n g s i n f u l - an 
imp r e s s i o n a p p a r e n t l y c c n f i r m e d by the st a t e m e n t t h a t 
the Legos bore the s i n s c f man i n h i s own bcdy on the 
t r e e . This i n i t i a l i m p r e s s i o n , which runs c c n t r a r y t c 
the o r t h o d o x b e l i e f i n the s i n l e s s n e s s c f C h r i s t , i s , 
however, m i s t a k e n . In the f i r s t p l a c e , the a s s e r t i o n t h a t 
the Leges bcre the s i n s c f man i n h i s cwn bcdy cr the 
t r e e , which seems t c c o n f i r m the statement t h a t C h r i s t 
assumed s i n f u l f l e s h , i s i n f a c t no c c n f i r m a t i c n ; i t i s 
s i m p l y a near q u c t a t i c n c f 1 Pet.2.24, where the p c i n t 
a t i ssue i s n e t the q u e s t i o n c f whether c r net C h r i s t 
was s i n l e s s , but the s a v i n g death c f C h r i s t , as a r e s u l t 
o f w hich men might d i e t o s i n and l i v e t c r i g h t e c u s n e s s . 
Seccndly, the statement t h a t the d i v i n e Leges assumed 
i22_2^22i2i l l2i222_2§£^§_te_hamartia occurs i n a passage 
which i s n e t concerned w i t h the s i n i e s s n e s s , c r e t h e r -
w i s e , c f C h r i s t , b u t w i t h a s s e r t i n g t h a t i t was n e t the 
Leges whe was b e n e f i t t e d i n and t h r c u g h the I n c a r n a t i c n , 
as the A r i a n s m a i n t a i n e d , b u t men. Indeed, Athanasius 
a s s e r t s t h i s b c t h e x p l i c i t l y and i m p l i c i t l y . He m a i n t a i n s 
e x p l i c i t l y t h a t " i t was n e t the Leges, as Leges, whe 
r e c e i v e d t h i s sc g r e a t grace, b u t we..." and t h a t "the 
Leges gained n o t h i n g f r c m us f c r h i s cwn p r o m o t i o n ; 
r a t h e r we were promoted f r c m him". The same p c i n t he 
al s o makes i m p l i c i t l y ; f c r i n c c n t r a s t i n g men w i t h the 
Leges, a c o n t r a s t the p c i n t o f which i s made keener by the 
use c f men de ( 1 2 ) , the bishep c f A l e x a n d r i a 
a s s e r t e d t h a t w h i l e men i n and t h r c u g h the i n c a r n a t i c n 
were e x a l t e d frcm death t c l i f e , h a v i n g been given power 
and grace i n C h r i s t , the Leges was e t e r n a l l y the h i g h e s t 
L c r d , the Lcrd whe bestews grace, he whe was i n the fcrm 
o f Gcd. The Sen o f a noble Father was net b e t t e r e d i n 
the i n c a r n a t i c n , r e c e i v e d nc p r i z e c f v i r t u e n c r any 
p r o m o t i o n , b u t was humbled. Fcr the i n c a r n a t i c n meant 
f c r the Leges the assumption c f cur humble bcdy, c f the 
f c r m c f a s e r v a n t c r c f t e n _ d o u l o the i s an _s ark a . 
Indeed, even what gnace the Leges as man d i d r e c e i v e , he 
r e c e i v e d n e t f c r h i s cwn b e n e f i t , but en acccunt c f man 
and f c r man . 
I t seems t h e r e f c r e t h a t the phrase t e n _ d o u l o t h e i s a n 
2SElS2_i2_tl2!I!2£tia must be c e n s i d e r e d i n the ccn t e x t c f 
t h e argument t h a t the Leges was n e t b e t t e r e d i n and 
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t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n . 
G e n e r a l l y speaking, t h e r e f o r e , the phrase s i g n i f i e s 
t h e self-abasement o f the d i v i n e Logos i n the I n c a r n a t i o n . 
For i t stands over a g a i n s t the e t e r n a l and n a t u r a l L o r d -
s h i p o f God and the e x a l t a t i o n of men i n C h r i s t ; i t 
stands as a synonym w i t h t o t a p e i n o n hemon soma and 
^ 2 i i i 2 y . . . . !22£2l}£D • 
More p a r t i c u l a r l y the phrase s i g n i f i e s n o t the 
enslavement to s i n , b u t by s i n . For s i n , f o r A t h a n a s i u s , 
i s n o t an o b j e c t , w i t h i t s own s e l f - e x i s t e n t substance, 
b u t i s a c t i v i t y . Consequently, f l e s h enslaved by s i n i s 
man's c o r r u p t i b l e and m o r t a l n a t u r e , which makes i t s 
presence f e l t amongst men because of t h e i r t u r n i n g i n s i n 
from God, whose d i v i n e i n t e n t i o n i t was to keep man a p a r t 
from c o r r u p t i b l e m o r t a l i t y f o r l i f e i n God. 
That ten d o u l o t h e i s a n s a r k a t e _ h a m a r t i a i s to be 
understood as m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e f l e s h , c r e a t e d from 
n o t h i n g , and n o t as s i n f u l f l e s h , i n which the s i n i s 
n a t u r a l and i n n a t e to the f l e s h , an i d e a u t t e r l y a l i e n 
t o A t h a n a s i u s ' i d e a o f c r e a t i o n by a good God who i s 
i n c a p a b l e of c r e a t i n g a n y t h i n g e v i l , seems to f i n d 
s u p p o r t elsewhere. For, the phrase i s , as we have 
n o t e d , synonymous w i t h the phrases "our humble body" and 
"form of a s e r v a n t " , n e i t h e r of which c a r r y the sense o f 
s i n f u l f l e s h . Again, t he clause " the Saviour humbled 
h i m s e l f i n assuming our humble body" (14) f i n d s an echo 
i n " b e i n g i n the form of God, he humbled h i m s e l f " (15) 
and t h e clause "he took the form of a s e r v a n t " ( 1 6 ) , i n 
"he became a s e r v a n t i n s t e a d of us, and on our b e h a l f " (17) 
w h i l e endusamenos ten d o u l o t h e i s a n s a r k a t e h a m a r t i a (18) 
i s taken up by e i gap me anthropos ho K u r i o s egegonei... 
. . . ( 1 9 ) . A d m i t t e d l y the i n c a r n a t i o n a l sentence of 43.2-3 
i s c o n d i t i o n a l , w h i l e t h a t of 43.33-34 i s n o t ; yet the 
sense o f 43.2-3 i s p o s i t i v e as the ei_gar_me....ouk an.... 
o f 43.2-3, and the oucP_an §IIi- • • o f 43.4-5 demonstrate. 
I f we then u n d e r s t a n d the phrase t e n _ d o u l o t h e i _ s a n _ s a r k a _ t e 
h a m a r t i a as m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e f l e s h , we f i n d t h i s 
sense p i c k e d up i n the sentence of 4 3 . 2 2 f f . For 
a c c o r d i n g t o 4 3 . 2 2 f f , i f the Logos had not become man, 
men would n o t have been redeemed from s i n , nor r a i s e d 
from the dead, b u t would have remained m o r t a l . For the 
Logos t o have e f f e c t e d man's r e s u r r e c t i o n , h o w e v e r , r e q u i r e d 
the d i v i n e Logos, who c o u l d n o t d i e i n h i m s e l f , s i n c e he i s 
L i f e , t o assume man's m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e humanity. 
I r i t alcn e he was able tc d i e f c r a l l . Consequently, 
g i v e n the p a r t i c u l a r s c t e r i c l c g i c a l c o n t e x t o f 43.2-5, 
i t seems necessary t c understand ei_£ar_me_arthrcgcs_hc 
K ^ k ^ ^ £ S £ H £ £ £ i a s meaning " i f the Lord has net beccme 
m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e man..." or " i f the Lord had not 
assumed m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e f l e s h . . . " . Hence 43.2-5 
seems t c c o n f i r m the sense o f ten d c u l c t h e i s a n sarka 
t§_hamartia as meaning " m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e f l e s h " . 
CG.3.10-13 meanwhile a s s e r t s t h a t men, b e i n g u n w i l l i n g 
tc t u r n away from these t h i n g s c l o s e a t hand, s u n e k l e i s a n 
l2£ ayi£Ii_ien_£suchen i n the p l e a s u r e s o f the body, and i n 
the end f o r g e t the power which they had r e c e i v e d from God 
i n the b e g i n n i n g . For A t h a n a s i u s , tc be u n w i l l i n g t c t u r n 
away from t a _ e g g u t e r c i s t c be u n w i l l i n g t c t u r n t c God 
and tc be i n communion w i t h Him; i n e t h e r words, i t i s 
tc be s i n f u l , as i t i s a c t i o n independent o f Gcd's W i l l . 
F u r t h e r , tc f c r g e t the power which they had r e c e i v e d 
f r o m God i r , the b e g i n n i n g i s , amongst e t h e r t h i n g s , tc 
f c r g e t , and t h e r e f o r e n e t t c b e n e f i t f r c m , the g i f t o f 
l i f e i n God. Hence CG.3.10-13 means t h a t as a r e s u l t of 
s i n , men i m p r i s o n e d themselves i n the p l e a s u r e s c f the 
bedy, and thus e v e n t u a l l y f o r f e i t e d the l i f e g i v e n c f 
Gcd. I n s h o r t , the imprisonment c f one's humanity i n 
a c t i v i t i e s n e t c e n t r e d i n Gcd r e s u l t s i n d e a t h . In l i n e 
w i t h t h i s , t £ H _ d c u ] . c t h e i s a n _ s a r k a _ t e _ h a m a r t i a 
would a l s c seem tc mean t h a t the f l e s h i m p r i s o n e d i n s i n , 
c r e g o c e n t r i c a c t i v i t y , i s m c r t a l . 
i£II_^£lii££^£i§§Ii_SSrlS§_i2._ti§!I!§;£ii a ^ s t h e r e f o r e 
man's humanity i n i t s s u b j e c t i o n t c death and c o r r u p t i o n 
as a r e s u l t c f man's s i n . Indeed, i t must be s t r e s s e d 
t h a t w h i l e C h r i s t ' s humanity i s m c r t a l , i t i s m c r t a l n e t 
as a r e s u l t c f h i s own s i n , b u t man's; f c r the Leges 
assumed man's body, which through man's s i n had beccme 
m c r t a l . t e n _ d c u l c t h e i s a n _ s a r k a _ t e _ h a m a r t i a i s t h a t pure 
and y e t m c r t a l humanity which the d i v i n e Leges assumed 
t h a t he might b r i n g men from b e i n g s l a v e s tc s i n tc b e i n g 
s l a v e s tc Gcd, the r e l a t i o n s h i p so c h a r a c t e r i s e d by the 
t c t a l " b e l e n g i n g n e s s " , the t o t a l o b l i g a t i o n , the t o t a l 
cemmitment and the t c t a l a c c o u n t a b i l i t y c f man tc Gcd. 
Tc see the phrase c f 43.33-34 as n e t i m p l y i n g t h a t 
the C h r i s t was s i n f u l agrees w i t h 60.39-40, where Rem.8.3 
i s quoted. Fcr the r e f e r e n c e tc the Sen's b e i n g sent en 
hemoicmati sarkes h a m a r t i a s seems t c suggest n e t t h a t the 
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i n c a r n a t i o n was i n any way d o c e t i c , but t h a t the assumed 
f l e s h o f the Logos was pure and s p o t l e s s . Moreover, t o 
see the phrase o f 43.33-34 as meaning m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e 
f l e s h t i e s i n w i t h the statements t h a t c o r r u p t i b l e and 
m o r t a l men were o f one body w i t h C h r i s t , and t h a t the Logos 
became m o r t a l man as men. 
The f o u r t h group o f i n c a r n a t i o n a l statements are 
those d e s c r i b i n g the Logos' human economy. As man or 
i n the f l e s h the Logos was b a p t i s e d i n the Jordan; as 
man, humanly or as the Son o f man, he r e c e i v e d o f the 
Fat h e r t h a t grace which he as God always had, and thus 
was a n o i n t e d w i t h t he Holy S p i r i t i n the f l e s h or as 
man. The Logos as man e x p e l l e d demons t h r o u g h the power 
o f t he Holy S p i r i t , the Logos acknowledging t h a t i t was 
o n l y t h r o u g h t h a t d i v i n e power t h a t he c o u l d e x p e l such, 
s a y i n g such n o t because he had s u f f e r e d demotion i n 
h i s d i v i n e l y p o w e r f u l b e i n g , b u t on account o f the 
f l e s h which he had assumed. The Logos s u f f e r e d i n the 
body, bore man's s i n i n the body and d i e d f o r men as man, 
i n h i s own f l e s h or b o d i l y . This death the i m m o r t a l 
Logos was a b l e t o s u f f e r f o r a l l o n l y i n t h a t he was 
ab l e t o o f f e r h i s assumed body, which was open t o d e a t h , 
t o death. Having d i e d i n the body, the i n c a r n a t e Logos 
was e x a l t e d i n h i s manhood or as man. For God the Logos 
b e i n g i n the body, h i s assumed body or h i s humanity, 
over a g a i n s t h i s i m m o r t a l and immutable d i v i n e essence, 
was e x a l t e d from the dead, and the Logos as man o r humanly 
was i n t r o d u c e d i n t o heaven. Thus was e f f e c t e d the human 
economy o f the d i v i n e Logos f o r a l l . 
A t h a n a s i u s ' d e s c r i p t i o n o f the i n c a r n a t i o n i n C.Ar. 
1. i s t h e r e f o r e much the same as t h a t i n the e a r l i e r CG-DI. 
The i m p a s s i b l e and simple God became t h a t which was 
n a t u r a l l y d i s t i n c t from h i m s e l f by assuming humanity, 
w h i l e y e t r e m a i n i n g t r u e t o h i s own d i v i n e n a t u r e . I n t h i s 
he e f f e c t e d man's s a l v a t i o n . C e r t a i n l y , g i ven the s i m i l a r 
p h r a s e o l o g y and the s i m i l a r usage, and g i v e n no reason t o 
i n t e r p r e t t he C h r i s t o l o g i c a l clauses o f C .Ar.1. d i f f e r e n t l y 
f r om those o f the CG-DI, we may assume t h a t t h e y are t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d as they are i n the CG-DI. The o n l y r e a l d i f -
f e r e n c e i n the d e s c r i p t i o n o f the i n c a r n a t i o n i n C.Ar.1. 
from t h a t i n the CG-DI i s t h a t r a t h e r than clauses o f 
the Logos' assumption o f a body, the most common clause o f 
the D I , the clause c f the Leges' beccming man predominates 
her e . Again, i n the D I , the Jchannine C h r i s t c l e g i c a l 
f o r m u l a , the Leges became f l e s h , dees net appear, w h i l e 
i n the C^Ar.1. i t dees, a l t h o u g h u s u a l l y i n a q u a l i f i e d 
manner. Thus the same t e n e t s c f the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h seem 
tc be m a i n t a i n e d here even thcugh the v a r i o u s formulae 
used tc put these f o r w a r d are net used here w i t h the same 
fre q u e n c y . 
The d i v i n e Leges became man " i n the l a s t days" cr 
" i n the consummation c f the ages". C l e a r l y echoing Heb.1.2 
these phrases i m p l y mere than merely t h a t the d i v i n e Leges, 
whe as Gcd was e t e r n a l , and thus beyend t i m e , e n t e r e d 
i n t c the f i n i t e sphere c f t i m e , impcrtant thcugh t h i s f a c t 
i s . Fcr the use c f the a d j e c t i v e e s chato s , and mere 
e s p e c i a l l y c f the ncun sun t e l e i a , p o i n t s tc the time c f 
the d i v i n e Leges' e n t r y i n t c time as b e i n g the supreme 
moment c f human h i s t o r y . For, from man's p c i n t c f view, 
i t was the p o i n t i n time when Gcd, who had p r e v i o u s l y been 
p r e s e n t amcngst mankind t h r c u g h h i s v e i l e d r e v e l a t i c n s i n 
c r e a t i o n and t h r c u g h the p r c p h e t s , chose tc beccme 
i m m e d i a t e l y p r e s e n t t c men as man. Meanwhile, frcm Gcd's 
p c i n t c f view, i t was the p r e c i s e mcment a t which Gcd 
i n h i s i n f i n i t e wisdem chese t c e n t e r i n t c man's f i n i t e 
r e alm; t h a t p c i n t c f time was the o n l y p r o p e r p c i n t c f 
time f c r God's i n c a r n a t i o n . 
Having beccme man, and h a v i n g thus e n t e r e d i n t c 
the f i n i t e sphere c f space and t i m e , the Leges l i v e d a 
human l i f e . Of the many events t h a t he e x p e r i e n c e d as 
man, Athanasius t r e a t s f c u r : C h r i s t ' s b a p t i s m i n the r i v e r 
Jordan; C h r i s t ' s n a t u r a l love c f r i g h t e c u s n e s s and h a t r e d 
c f e v i l ; C h r i s t ' s e x a l t a t i c n ; and h i s r e c e p t i o n of a 
name above every e t h e r name. A l l c f t h e s e , i t must be 
n c t e d , were t r e a t e d as a r e s u l t o f A t h a n a s i u s ' e x p o s i t i o n 
c f twe t e x t s , Ps. 45.6-7 and P h i l . 2 . 5 - 1 1 , b c t h c f w h i c h 
h i s enemies, the A r i a n s , saw as s u p p c r t i n g the t h e s i s 
t h a t the Leges was a c r e a t u r e whe was made Gcd by grace, 
i n r e c c g n i t i c n c f h i s v i r t u c u s l i f e . As might be t h e r e -
f e r e expected, they are t r e a t e d by A t h a n a s i u s i n such a 
manner as tc show t h a t they g i v e no such s u p p o r t ; t h e i r 
e x p o s i t i o n c o n c e n t r a t e s upon shewing t h a t they cannct 
r e f e r t c the e t e r n a l l y t r u e d i v i n i t y c f the Leges, and 
upen hew and why t h i s d i v i n e Logos was the s u b j e c t c f the 
a c t i v i t y r e f e r r e d t c i n these v e r s e s . A l t h o u g h the m a t t e r 
c f hew and why the d i v i n e Leges was the s u b j e c t c f the 
a c t i v i t y r e f e r r e d t c i n these verses i s e n l y c f secondary 
importance t c t h e theme c f C ^ A r . l . , i n t h a t i t i s t r e a t e d 
o n l y tc safegua r d the t r u e d i v i n i t y c f the Leges a g a i n s t 
the h e t e r e d c x i c a l c n s l a u g h t s c f the A r i a n s and n e t f c r 
i t s own sake, i t i s t h i s m a t t e r tc which our st u d y b r i n g s 
us . 
We s h a l l begin w i t h C h r i s t ' s b aptism, t r e a t e d as 
a r e s u l t c f A t h a n a s i u s ' c o n s i d e r a t i o n c f Ps. 45.7b., "Gcd 
has a n c i n t e d ycu w i t h t he c i l c f gl a d n e s s . . . " . C e n t r a l 
tc A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the bapti s m c f C h r i s t i s 
the f a c t t h a t i t was n e t the d i v i n e Logcs who was a n c i n t e d 
t h e r e i n . Fcr he was the S a n c t i f i e r r a t h e r than the 
s a n c t i f i e d ; he was the bestower c f the Holy S p i r i t , the 
H c l y S p i r i t b e i n g h i s . He i t was t h e r e f c r e whe i m p a r t e d 
the Holy S p i r i t i n a n o i n t i n g . Rather, i t was the Leges 
as man who was a n c i n t e d . Indeed, the d i v i n e Legos, the 
Radiance c f the F a t h e r , who bestows the H c l y S p i r i t upen 
o t h e r s c o u l d be s a i d tc have been a n c i n t e d and s a n c t i f i e d 
c r l y i n t h a t t he bedy which was a n o i n t e d by the d i v i n e 
Leges was the d i v i n e Leges' t h r o u g h h i s becoming man. I t 
was e n l y I n t h i s sense t h e r e f c r e t h a t the d i v i n e Leges 
c c u l d be s a i d t c have been s a n c t i f i e d . 
This baptism o f C h r i s t was n e t f c r the b e n e f i t c f 
the Logos, however c o n s i d e r e d . Fcr the d i v i n e Leges was 
n e t a n c i n t e d t h a t he might become e i t h e r Gcd, Sen, Leges, 
c r K i n g . Fcr the Leges had p r e - e x i s t e d h i s a n o i n t i n g as 
man, b e i n g by n a t u r e e t e r n a l l y the Sen c f Gcd, the Lord. 
Moreover, u n l i k e the h i s t o r i c a l k i n g s c f I s r a e l , whe were 
n e t k i n g s u n t i l t h e i r a n c i n t i n g , the Leges, as the Image 
c f Gcd, was the e t e r n a l K i n g ; b e i n g God he ever r u l e d 
Gcd's e t e r n a l kingdem. The bapti s m c f the Leges d i d n e t 
t h e r e f c r e mark the b e g i n n i n g o f h i s k i n g s h i p as Gcd. 
Indeed, the d i v i n e Leges was l a c k i n g i n n c t h i n g and 
t h e r e f c r e c c u l d n e t have been b e t t e r e d by any means, l e t 
alcne the a n c i n t i n g which he h i m s e l f a d m i n i s t e r e d . Ccn-
s e q u e n t l y , the Leges' bapt i s m was n e t f c r the b e n e f i t c f 
the d i v i n e Leges, he n e t be i n g cpen t c any i n i t i a t i o n or 
e x t e n s i o n c f h i s r e i g n whatsoever. Ncr was the Leges as 
man a n o i n t e d f o r h i s own b e n e f i t . Fcr the Legos was 
a n c i n t e d on acccunt c f us and f c r us; the Leges was 
s a n c t i f i e d f c r eur sake. Man, r a t h e r than C h r i s t , was 
t h e r e f o r e b e n e f i t t e d by the l a t t e r ' s a n c i n t i n g w i t h the 
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Hcly S p i r i t . 
The e f f e c t i v e n e s s c f the a n o i n t i n g c f the C h r i s t 
f c r a l l men was dependent upon the body c f C h r i s t which 
the Logos a n o i n t e d b e i n g man's. Fcr i n C h r i s t ' s bcdy 
b e i n g our body, t h a t bcdy a n o i n t e d i n C h r i s t was man's. 
Thus i n C h r i s t ' s washing i n the Jordan, a l l men were 
washed; i n C h r i s t ' s b a p t i s m , a l l men were b a p t i s e d ; i n 
C h r i s t ' s s a n c t i f i c a t i c n by b e i n g a n o i n t e d w i t h the Hcly 
S p i r i t , a l l men were s a n c t i f i e d and a n o i n t e d i n C h r i s t . 
Fcr i n the Logos as Gcd bestowing upon h i m s e l f as man 
the Hcly S p i r i t , he b r o u g h t abcut the i n d w e l l i n g and 
i n t i m a c y o f the S p i r i t i n men i n C h r i s t ; i n the d i v i n e 
Logos' s a n c t i f y i n g h i m s e l f as man, he brought men t c 
be the temple c f Gcd. For i n h i m s e l f , as man, and 
by him, as Gcd, the Hcl y S p i r i t was g i v e n , n o t a r b i t r a r i l y , 
b u t t o the s a i n t s . 
A thanasius e x p l a i n s t h e r e f o r e n o t o n l y how C h r i s t ' s 
b a p t i s m i s t c be u n d e r s t o o d , b u t a l s c why i t was necessary. 
The reason given i s much the same as t h a t g i ven i n the DI 
f c r the n e c e s s i t y c f man's whcle s a l v a t i o n : man had been 
c r e a t e d i n the image c f Gcd by the d i v i n e Leges o r i g i n a l l y , 
and i t was r i g h t t h a t men, h a v i n g f a l l e n from t h i s p r i s t i n e 
s t a t e , s h o u l d be ransomed from t h e i r s i n , and r e c r e a t e d 
i n t h e i r f o r m e r o b e d i e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p i n the image o f God. 
This r e c r e a t i o n c f man " i n the image" by the g i f t 
c f the Hcly S p i r i t c o u l d n e t , however, have been e f f e c t e d 
o t h e r w i s e than t h r o u g h the d i v i n e Leges' a n o i n t i n g c f 
C h r i s t f c r a l l men. Fcr e n l y the d i v i n e Logcs c c u l d 
e f f e c t the r e u n i o n o f man and Gcd i n t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p , 
the angels h a v i n g t r a n s g r e s s e d God's law, and men h a v i n g 
disobeyed h i s w i l l , and b o t h t h e r e f o r e h a v i n g r e l i n q u i s h e d 
the grace which was necessary f c r t h a t r e u n i t i n g o f men 
' i n the image' c f God. Indeed, had the Logos been o r i g i n a t e , 
and c r e a t e d f r c m n o t h i n g , he would have been one o f a l l 
these r e q u i r i n g s a l v a t i o n t h r o u g h t he g i f t o f the Hcly 
S p i r i t , and hence would net have been the C h r i s t , the 
aut h o r c f t h e i r s a l v a t i o n . However, the Leges was the 
d i v i n e Image c f God, and t h e r e f o r e was f i t and able t c 
tc u n i t e man and the Holy S p i r i t . He was f i t to r e c r e a t e 
them i n t h e i r r e l a t i o n i n the image c f God i n t h a t he had 
c r e a t e d them In such o r i g i n a l l y ; he was f i t t c be the 
expected C h r i s t , whom Gcd had premised t c men through h i s 
p r c p h e t s and s a i n t s , and t c be the Ancinted, h c _ C h r i s t c s , 
i n whom a l l men were a n c i n t e d w i t h the Holy S p i r i t , i n 
t h a t the Logos was Gcd, the Sen, the e t e r n a l K i n g , the 
Radiance and the Expression o f the Fat h e r . The Logos 
was a b l e , however, t c r e u n i t e men w i t h the Holy S p i r i t 
i n t h a t the Holy S p i r i t was h i s , and t h a t he, and he 
a l c n e , was i t s bestcwer. A l t o g e t h e r , t h e r e f o r e , i t was 
r i g h t and proper t h a t the d i v i n e Logos undertook the 
ta s k o f f r e e i n g these under the curse o f the law t c the 
freedom o f p a r t i c i p a t i o n 'in the image' c f Gcd. Aga i n , 
the d i v i n e Lagos c c u l d o n l y s e c u r e l y e f f e c t the r e u n i o n 
c f men and the Holy S p i r i t i n C h r i s t . For even as men 
would n o t have been redeemed and e x a l t e d unless when b e i n g 
God, the Logos had taken the form o f a s e r v a n t , and 
t h e r e i n been e x a l t e d f c r a l l , sc men would n o t have 
shared o f the Holy S p i r i t , and have been s a n c t i f i e d 
u n l e s s the G i v e r o f the S p i r i t had h i m s e l f been a n c i n t e d 
f c r men. Fcr men have r e c e i v e d the grace c f p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i n the Holy S p i r i t s e c u r e l y o n l y s i n c e the d i v i n e Logos 
i n c a r n a t e was a n o i n t e d . Fcr the e t e r n a l Leges has always 
dispensed the Holy S p i r i t to the s a i n t s , t h e r e b y s a n c t -
i f y i n g them b e f c r e and a f t e r the i n c a r n a t i o n i n t h a t 
what he had tc g i v e he always had t o g i v e . Yet b e f c r e the 
i n c a r n a t i o n , the Bestower and the r e c i p i e n t s c f the Holy 
S p i r i t were two p a r t i e s . T h e r e f o r e the g i f t c f the Holy 
S p i r i t C G u l d be r e f u s e d . A f t e r t h e I n c a r n a t i o n , however, 
the twe were the same ( 2 0 ) . For the Logos as Gcd gave 
the Holy S p i r i t to h i m s e l f as man. Thus t h e r e was no 
p o s s i b i l i t y o f r e f u s i n g t h i s g i f t c f the Holy S p i r i t , and 
t h e r e f o r e the s a v i n g g i f t was secured f c r a l l men i n C h r i s 
Thus i t was t h a t human f l e s h was f i r s t s e c u r e l y 
s a n c t i f i e d i n C h r i s t , the Legos as man h a v i n g r e c e i v e d the 
Holy S p i r i t ; men then r e c e i v e d i n C h r i s t the sequel c f 
the grace c f the S p i r i t , r e c e i v i n g c f the f u l l n e s s c f 
C h r i s t . 
Nor dees Athanasius f i n d i t e i t h e r i n c c n g r u c u s c r 
i n c r e d i b l e t h a t the Leges whe bestews the Holy S p i r i t i s 
s a i d t c have been a n c i n t e d h i m s e l f w i t h t h a t same S p i r i t . 
For whereas the Logos, i n b e i n g a n c i n t e d w i t h t h i s S p i r i t , 
may be l e s s than the S p i r i t ( 2 1 ) , he i s sc o n l y cn account 
o f h i s humanity, which he had assumed i n becoming man. 
As the d i v i n e Legos, hewever, he i s s t i l l e t e r n a l l y equal 
to the Holy S p i r i t i n t h e i r common d i v i n i t y ( 2 2 ) . Yet 
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t h i s i n f e r i o r i t y o f the Leges as man to the Holy S p i r i t , 
and the e t e r n a l e q u a l i t y c f the Leges as God w i t h the same 
S p i r i t i s n e t u n p a r a l l e l e d elsewhere. For i n the Gcspels, 
i t i s s a i d t h a t the Leges e x p e l l e d demens t h r c u g h the 
power c f the Hcly S p i r i t . Yet t h i s was n e t tc i m p l y t h a t 
the d i v i n e Logos was i n f e r i o r t c the Hcly S p i r i t which 
he bestows. Rather i t i s said cn account c f the f l e s h 
which the Legos assumed i n becoming i n c a r n a t e , and 
because t h a t f l e s h d i d n e t have i n i t s e l f s u f f i c i e n t 
s t r e n g t h t c e f f e c t e x o r c i s m s , a p a r t from the Hcly S p i r i t . 
S i m i l a r l y , blasphemy a g a i n s t the Hcly S p i r i t i s s a i d i n 
the Gcspels t c be u n f c r g i v e a b l e , w h i l e t h a t a g a i n s t the 
Sen o f Man i s p a r d o n a b l e , t e a c h i n g which might suggest 
t h a t the Logos was s u b o r d i n a t e d tc the H c l y S p i r i t . Yet 
t h i s s u p p o s i t i o n would n e t be c o r r e c t , except i n so f a r as 
i t r e l a t e s t c the humanity c f the Leges. Fcr whereas the 
Leges as man i s i n f e r i c r t c the H c l y S p i r i t , the Leges 
as Gcd i s e q u a l . Thus even as th e r e i s no i n c o n g r u i t y , 
nor reason f c r i n c r e d i b i l i t y i n these twe examples frcm 
the Gcspels, sc t h e r e i s ncne i n t h a t the Leges as man 
i s i n f e r i c r t c the H c l y S p i r i t w i t h whem he i s a n c i n t e d , 
and y e t i s , as God, e t e r n a l l y equal tc him i n the cne 
Godhead. 
The secend aspect c f the Leges' human eccnemy 
which A t h a n a s i u s t r e a t s i s C h r i s t ' s l e v e o f r i g h t e o u s n e s s 
and h a t r e d c f e v i l . The Leges i n c a r n a t e d i d n e t leve 
r i g h t e o u s n e s s and eschew e v i l e i t h e r because he was 
mutable, c r t h r c u g h f e a r c f the r e t r i b u t i c n which i s 
wreaked upen him who breaks the r i g h t e o u s w i l l c f Gcd the 
Fa t h e r . Fcr had he been mutable, he would n e t have act e d 
sc. Fcr i t i s c f the n a t u r e c f a mutable essence tc t u r n 
f r c m cne t h i n g t c a n c t h e r , and n e t t c remain ever c e n s t a n t 
i n c h c i c e , as the C h r i s t d i d i n regar d s t c r i g h t e o u s n e s s 
and e v i l . Fcr w h i l e c r i g i n a t e , c r mutable n a t u r e may be 
t u r n e d t c r i g h t e c u s n e s s a t cne p a r t i c u l a r moment, i t may 
t u r n t c e v i l a t the n e x t . Indeed, t h i s v e r y m u t a b i l i t y 
has been seen i n the case c f the p r a c t i c e s c f b c t h 
angels and men. Fcr w h i l e angels have t r a n s g r e s s e d Gcd's 
r i g h t e o u s w i l l , men have discbeyed h i s commands. F u r t h e r , 
the f i r s t Adam, who was mutable by n a t u r e , h i m s e l f t u r n e d 
frcm r i g h t e c u s n e s s tc s i n , and sc b r c u g h t s i n ' s f a t a l 
consequences upen b c t h h i m s e l f and mankind. I t seems c l e a r 
t h e r e f o r e t h a t C h r i s t ' s c e n s t a n t and unswerving d e v c t i c n 
t c r i g h t e o u s n e s s p o i n t s n e t t c , b u t beyend, a mutable 
n a t u r e , t o h i s i m m u t a b i l i t y as Gcd and t c h i s h a v i n g 
e t e r n a l l y the i m m u t a b i l i t y and u n a l t e r a b l e n e s s c f the 
Fa t h e r , as a r e s u l t c f which he was always r i g h t e c u s . 
Nor d i d the C h r i s t shew p r e f e r e n c e f c r r i g h t e o u s n e s s , 
w h i l e y e t b e i n g capable o f the o p p o s i t e , which was a 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c c f o r i g i n a t e b e i n g s . Rather, the Leges 
i n c a r n a t e l e v e d r i g h t e o u s n e s s and ha t e d e v i l even as the 
d i v i n e F a t h e r , w i t h whom the d i v i n e Leges was e t e r n a l l y 
cne, l e v e d the cne and hated the e t h e r . Thus even as 
Gcd the Father was s a i d to a c t thus because he was by 
n a t u r e Gcd, and the r i g h t e c u s Judge, so the Logos, the 
Image o f God the F a t h e r , b e i n g by n a t u r e the r i g h t e c u s , 
j u s t and h o l y Judge, the Lover c f v i r t u e and the v e r y 
a u t h o r c f r i g h t e o u s n e s s , n a t u r a l l y l o v e d r i g h t e o u s n e s s 
and h a t e d wickedness. Indeed, n e t t c have done so 
would have been to have acted c o n t r a r y t c h i s v e r y 
n a t u r e as Gcd the Logos, and o f t h i s he was n a t u r a l l y 
i n c a p a b l e . 
In the i n c a r n a t i o n the Logos, the Lord, who was 
e t e r n a l l y and n a t u r a l l y immutable, and who remained 
e t e r n a l l y such, assumed mutable f l e s h . Thus w h i l e 
the assumed humanity was n a t u r a l l y mutable, and t h e r e f o r e 
open tc a l t e r a t i o n i n i t s e l f , i t remained immutable by 
grace i n the face c f t e m p t a t i o n i n t h a t i t was the f l e s h 
c f the Logos, the immutable and unchanging L o r d . Thus 
the C h r i s t o n l y l o v e d r i g h t e o u s n e s s and ha t e d e v i l i n 
t h a t h i s humanity was God's. 
This v i r t u o u s l i f e o f C h r i s t was n e t hewever a mere 
t c u r _ d e _ f o r c e . Rather, i t was tc be o f s e r v i c e tc men. 
Fcr through men's d i s o b e d i e n c e tc Gcd's w i l l , t h e i r 
s t a t e had been rendered i n s e c u r e ; they had been brought 
from l i f e e t e r n a l i n Gcd t c death. There was t h e r e f o r e 
need c f cne who was immutable t h a t t h e r e b y men might 
have an image and type untc v i r t u e . This t h e r e f o r e the 
Legos i n c a r n a t e p r o v i d e d . Fcr the assumed mutable f l e s h 
was t h a t c f the immutable Legos. I t t h e r e f c r e was un-
a f f e c t e d by the a t t a c k s o f the D e v i l . Herein the C h r i s t 
p r o v i d e d men w i t h an image and example unt c v i r t u e . Yet 
he a l s o p r o v i d e d men w i t h a type untc v i r t u e . Fcr i n 
t h a t the assumed mutable f l e s h was man's, man's f l e s h 
was h e n c e f o r t h made immune t c the a s s a u l t s c f the D e v i l 
and made f r e e i n o r d e r tc f u l f i l t h e r i g h t e o u s n e s s c f 
the law, i n t h a t C h r i s t condemned s i n i n h i s f l e s h . 
Thus, even as the f i r s t Adam, who was n a t u r a l l y -
m u t a b l e , t h r c u g h s i n b r c u g h t the whcle ccsmcs tc death, 
the second Adam, C h r i s t , h i s humanity b e i n g mutable 
i n i t s common e s s e n t i a l i t y w i t h men's but immutable by 
grace i n t h a t i t was the e t e r n a l l y and n a t u r a l l y im-
mutable Logos', t h r o u g h r i g h t e o u s n e s s brought the whcle 
w c r l d t c l i f e i n God. 
The t h i r d aspect c f the i n c a r n a t i o n t r e a t e d i n 
C^Ar.1. i s C h r i s t ' s r e c e p t i o n c f the name which i s above 
eve r y name, which Athanasius u n d e r s t o o d as d e i f i c a t i c n 
by grace. This b e s t o w a l c f grace by the Father upcn the 
C h r i s t A thanasius d i d n e t r e l a t e t c the Logcs as Gcd, but 
to the Logcs as man. Fcr t h i s was seen as the d i v i n e 
Logos' g i v i n g t c h i m s e l f as man t h a t grace which he as 
God had had from e t e r n i t y . Y et, as i n a l l the p r e c e d i n g 
cases, so here the Leges gave h i m s e l f t h i s grace n e t f c r 
h i s own b e n e f i t , b u t on man's account and f o r man, t h a t 
t h e r e b y d e i f y i n g h i s humanity, which was man's, he might 
secure the d e i f i c a t i c n o f a l l mankind. 
The l a s t aspect o f the human economy o f the d i v i n e 
Leges which Athanasius t r e a t s here i s C h r i s t ' s e x a l t a t i c n . 
This e x a l t a t i o n was n o t t h a t c f the d i v i n e Leges, 
as the A r i a n s b e l i e v e d . For i t c o u l d net be h i s , as the 
d i v i n e Logos ever was and i s equal t c God; he was he who 
was equal t c the F a t h e r , b e i n g l i k e i n a l l r e s p e c t s t c 
the F a t h e r . The Leges was t h e r e f o r e the immutable Sen 
whose t r u e n a t u r e was the unchangeable n a t u r e , which i s 
the F a t h e r ' s . His t r u e n a t u r e was t h e r e f o r e n e t open to 
any a l t e r a t i o n , whether f o r b e t t e r or f c r worse. Being 
the Legos c f the Father whe i s the h i g h e s t , he h i m s e l f 
was h i g h e s t n e c e s s a r i l y . I n t h i s r e s p e c t t h e r e f o r e he 
was i n c a p a b l e o f b e i n g e x a l t e d , b e i n g n a t u r a l l y beyend 
the need o f any advancement. Moreover, the d i v i n e Leges 
was i n f a c t the Lord and Framer c f heaven t h r c u g h whem 
men were b r c u g h t t c t h i s e x a l t a t i c n , and n e t he whe was 
h i m s e l f e x a l t e d . Indeed, were one t c b e l i e v e w i t h the 
A r i a n s t h a t i t was the d i v i n e Leges who was e x a l t e d , one 
would be i n t r o d u c i n g an i n c r e d i b l e i n c o n g r u i t y i n t c cne's 
t h e c l c g y . Fcr cne would be supposing t h a t the Legos o f 
the Father humbled h i m s e l f by t a k i n g the f c r m c f a 
s e r v a n t i n o r d e r t c seek f c r h i m s e l f what he a l r e a d y 
n a t u r a l l y had, i n c r d e r t o o b t a i n f c r h i m s e l f t h a t grace 
of w h i c h he had been t h e e t e r n a l Bestcwer, and i n c r d e r 
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to gain f o r h i m s e l f the name which was above every e t h e r 
name, and at which e v e r y knee s h o u l d bow when he had 
been worshipped e t e r n a l l y . 
Any e x a l t a t i o n , t h e n , was t h a t c f the humanity c f 
C h r i s t , the assumption c f which c o n s t i t u t e d n e t a b e t t e r i n g 
or e x a l t a t i o n f o r the Logos b u t a s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n . Indeed, 
the e x a l t a t i o n c f the Leges had to be r e f e r r e d t o h i s 
human economy, as e x a l t a t i o n c o u l d o n l y occur from a 
p o s i t i o n o f h u m i l i a t i o n , and the Logos e x p e r i e n c e d 
h u m i l i a t i o n o n l y when he became man. I n t h a t c o n d i t i o n 
alone c c u l d the e t e r n a l and i m m o r t a l Logos c f the F a t h e r , 
h a v i n g taken the f c r m o f a s l a v e by the assumption c f man 
who was w a n t i n g on account o f the humble estate c f the 
f l e s h and o f d e a t h , d i e a s a c r i f i c i a l death f c r a l l and 
t h e r e b y experience t r u e h u m i l i a t i o n . Thus w h i l e the 
h u m i l i a t i o n c f C h r i s t o c c u r r e d i n t h a t he d i e d f c r a l l , 
he was e x a l t e d i n t h a t he was r a i s e d from death i n t c the 
presence c f the F a t h e r . 
That the d i v i n e Leges was n e t he who was e x a l t e d 
i s again s t r e s s e d i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 e x p l a n a t i o n c f why 
the e x a l t a t i o n c f C h r i s t o c c u r r e d . Far f r c m b e i n g he 
who was r a i s e d , i t was the Leges who e f f e c t e d the r a i s i n g . 
Basing h i s e x p l a n a t i o n upon Ps.24, Athanasius notes t h a t 
the e x a l t a t i o n , the r e - e n t r y i n t c heaven, was n o t e f f e c t e d 
f c r t h e Leges as Gcd, as the gates c f heaven were n e t 
s h u t t c him, the Lord and Maker o f a l l . Rather, they 
were f i r s t shut and then opened f c r the man Jesus, b u t 
o n l y because he whe had become t h a t man Jesus was the 
d i v i n e Logos, the Kin g c f G l o r y . The gates were thrown 
open f c r the Logos as man i n o r d e r t h a t the Logos as Gcd, 
the s u b j e c t c f the i n c a r n a t i o n , and y e t a l s o the e t e r n a l 
K i n g c f g l o r y , might make h i s t r i u m p h a n t e n t r y . 
As i n the p r e v i o u s aspects c f the i n c a r n a t i o n , so 
h e r e , C h r i s t ' s e x a l t a t i o n i s seen as n e t b e i n g f c r the 
b e n e f i t o f the Leges , even as man. Rather, he was e x a l t e d 
f c r men; f c r i n e x a l t i n g h i m s e l f , the Leges e x a l t e d men, 
s i n c e the humanity which the Logos assumed and which he 
e x a l t e d was man's w i t h a l l the needs c f a humble and 
m o r t a l f l e s h . Thus, as C h r i s t was e x a l t e d from the dead 
to heaven, so a l l i n C h r i s t were e x a l t e d , b e i n g r a i s e d 
from the dead and i n t r o d u c e d i n t o heaven; f c r i n b e i n g 
made r i g h t e o u s n e s s f c r men, C h r i s t opened f c r men the 
g a t e s o f heaven, whic h had been f o r m e r l y c l o s e d tc them. 
C h r i s t ' s e x a l t a t i o n must t h e r e f o r e be u n d e r s t o o d 
i n the same sense as h i s s a n c t i f i c a t i c n . The d i v i n e Leges 
the S a n c t i f i e r , s a n c t i f i e s h i m s e l f as man, n e t t h a t he 
may h i m s e l f become h c l y , b u t t h a t i n h i m s e l f he may 
s a n c t i f y a l l men. I n a l i k e manner the d i v i n e Logos 
e x a l t s h i m s e l f as man t h a t he may e x a l t a l l men i n h i m s e l f 
The e x a l t a t i o n , l i k e the s a n c t i f i c a t i o n , i s t h e r e f o r e 
redeeming, and i s i n no way b e n e f i c i a l t o the d i v i n e 
Logos, the scurce and o r i g i n a t o r c f man's red e m p t i o n . 
Taking up the idea i m p l i e d i n 4 1 . 1 0 f f , t h a t when 
the gates c f heaven were opened f o r C h r i s t on b e h a l f o f 
a l l men, they were opened so t h a t the d i v i n e Logos, the 
King o f G l o r y , might come i n , Ch.44 p o s i t s an a l t e r n a t i v e 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c f C h r i s t ' s e x a l t a t i o n . This second 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s n e t , however, i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the 
f i r s t e x p o s i t i o n , s a y i n g the same t h i n g i s a p a r a l l e l 
manner. A c c o r d i n g t o t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e i n te r p r e t a t ion the 
e x a l t a t i o n o f C h r i s t , spoken o f i n P h i l . 2 . 9 - 1 0 , i s n o t 
spoken c f the d i v i n e Leges. For he h i m s e l f i s the 
h i g h e s t , l i k e the F a t h e r . Rather, i t i s s a i d i n r e f e r e n c e 
to the r e s u r r e c t i c n from the dead which the Leges as 
man e x p e r i e n c e d . For w h i l e t r u l y becoming man, the d i v i n e 
Logos remained the e t e r n a l and immutable L i f e c f God, as 
the phrase hcs_zoe_cn (23) i m p l i e s . Thus w h i l e the Logos 
as man d i e d , the Logos as God r a i s e d h i m s e l f as man 
from d e a t h to a new l i f e ; because he, who was God, the 
Son c f God, and the heavenly Second Adam, was i n t h a t 
humanity i n and th r o u g h which the Legos d i e d , death d i d 
n e t r u l e over the C h r i s t , b u t he was r a i s e d from d e a t h . 
I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t the C h r i s t was n e t r a i s e d and 
e x a l t e d by God as a reward f o r v i r t u e o r advance, i n 
r e s p e c t o f the r i g h t e o u s l i f e which Jesus had l i v e d , as 
the A r i a n s supposed; he was r a i s e d s o l e l y because C h r i s t ' s 
humanity was the d i v i n e Logos' and t h e r e f o r e c c u l d n e t b u t 
be e x a l t e d . 
I t i s n o t e w o r t h y t h a t even i n t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f C h r i s t , r e f e r r e d t c i n F h i l . 2.9-10, 
where the emphasis i s upon the i n d i v i d u a l C h r i s t and n e t 
upen the e x a l t a t i o n o f a l l men i n C h r i s t , t h e r e i s nc 
i d e a o f C h r i s t b e t t e r i n g h i m s e l f . Fcr the C h r i s t d i e d n o t 
f c r h i m s e l f , b u t i n o r d e r t c e n l i v e n a l l men thro u g h h i s 
power. 
From A t h a n a s i u s ' e x p o s i t i o n c f C h r i s t ' s a n o i n t i n g , 
l c v e c f r i g h t e o u s n e s s , r e c e i p t c f grace and e x a l t a t i c n , 
i t i s again c o n f i r m e d t h a t the d i v i n e Leges d i d n e t 
e i t h e r then ccme i n t o e x i s t e n c e , c r s u f f e r an a l t e r a t i c n 
i n h i s d i v i n i t y when he became man. He remained h i s 
e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e s e l f , w h i l e y e t becoming t r u l y man. 
He thus was able to e f f e c t t r u l y and s e c u r e l y the 
s a l v a t i o n c f mankind i n h i m s e l f from s i n and death to Gcd 
an d 1 i f e . 
I t appears frcm the abeve i n t e r p r e t a t i o n c f the 
human economy c f the d i v i n e Leges t h a t s c t e r i c l c g y 
prevades the whele c f A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t c l c g y . I t i s 
that, which makes the i n c a r n a t i o n m e a n i n g f u l f c r a f u l l 
and whclescme r e l a t i o n c f Gcd to man, and man tc Gcd, 
by n e t l e a v i n g the i n c a r n a t i o n a mere thecphany c f 
Gcd's pewer and g l e r y . Indeed, the meaning c f e v e r y 
aspect c f the i n c a r n a t i o n i s made c l e a r t h r o u g h t h i s 
d o c t r i n e . Thus the t r u e Legos becomes man t h a t man 
may beccme d i v i n e ; every p a s s i c n t h a t the d i v i n e Leges 
made man s u f f e r s , e v e r y grace t h a t he e n j o y s , he dees 
n e t f c r h i m s e l f but f c r a l l men, t h a t a l l men might 
share i n h i s t r i u m p h ever s i n and i t s consequences, 
and might thus be b r c u g h t i n and t h r o u g h C h r i s t tc Gcd. 
While we have a l r e a d y glimpsed the o u t l i n e c f 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f man's s a l v a t i o n , as c u t -
l i n e d i n C . A r . l . , we have y e t t c n o t i c e c e r t a i n s p e c i f i c 
p c i n t s i n t h i s c c n n e c t i c n . 
C e n t r a l tc A t h a n a s i u s 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the i n -
c a r n a t i o n i s the f a c t t h a t Gcd has given C h r i s t grace; 
the Father bestcwed grace upen h i s Sen whe has beccme 
man. Fcr as the Sen c f Man, the Sen i s s a i d humanly 
t c r e c e i v e what proceeds frcm h i m s e l f , as the humanity 
which ncne e t h e r than the d i v i n e Sen had assumed was 
a n a t u r a l r e c i p i e n t c f grace. The f a c t t h a t the Sen 
as man r e c e i v e d what proceeds f r c m h i m s e l f as Gcd 
dees n e t , hewever , c o n t r a d i c t the b e l i e f c f A t h a n a s i u s , 
taken frcm P h i l . 2.9, t h a t i t was God the Father who 
bestcwed the grace upen h i s Sen i n the i n c a r n a t i c n . 
I t i s , i n d e e d , c e n t r a l tc A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e c l c g y t h a t 
what the Father g i v e s , he g i v e s t h r o u g h the Sen, and 
t h e r e f o r e t h a t what the Sen always had tc g i v e , he 
always had a c c c r d i n g t c the Father's gcdhead and 
p e r f e c t i o n , w h i c h was h i s . Thus w h i l e the Sen gave what 
he had always had, he gave i t t c h i m s e l f as man frcm 
h i s F a t h e r . Fcr a l l t h a t the Father dees and g i v e s , he 
dees and g i v e s t h r o u g h h i s Sen. Thus, f c r example, 
when Gcd the Leges a n c i n t e d h i m s e l f as man w i t h the Hely 
S p i r i t , the d i v i n e Leges bestowed the g i f t c f the Hcl y 
S p i r i t , which he had r e c e i v e d frcm the F a t h e r , upcr 
h i m s e l f as man. I n s h c r t , t h e r e f o r e the i n c a r n a t i o n i s 
the i n t i m a t e w o r k i n g c f the T r i n i t y a d _ e x t r a t c man f c r 
man . 
Alsc p e r m e a t i n g Athanasius 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g c f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n i s the concept c f m i s s i o n . The d i v i n e 
Leges came to man i n o r d e r t c undertake h i s miss i o n 
tc men; he was sent t c man as the a u t h o r i s e d agent c r 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e c f the Fa t h e r . Fcr he came tc man i n 
o r d e r tc e f f e c t as the second Adam what had n e t been 
e f f e c t e d i n the f i r s t Adam. Fcr a l t h o u g h b e i n g c r e a t e d 
f o r a r i g h t e o u s l i f e i n cemmunien w i t h Gcd, the f i r s t 
Adam, b e i n g mutable by n a t u r e , f e l l tc the t e m p t a t i o n 
c f the D e v i l , and thus t r a n s g r e s s e d Gcd's law. Thus 
came s i n , and through s i n de a t h , t c a l l whe were c f 
Adam. Men t h e r e f o r e d i e d and remained dead as death 
r u l e d ever them. C h r i s t was the second Adam. He was, 
however, f r c m heaven, b e i n g the Sen c f Gcd made man. 
Thus w h i l e he c c u l d experience t e m p t a t i o n as man, he 
remained immutable i n i t s f a c e . Consequently, he d i d 
n e t y i e l d to the a t t a c k c f the D e v i l , b u t d e f e a t e d him, 
and t h e r e f o r e s i n i t s e l f . A r e s u l t c f t h i s was t h a t 
i n thus o v e r t h r o w i n g the D e v i l , C h r i s t gave t c a l l men 
the power t c r e s i s t h i s a s s a u l t s and thus tc l i v e i n 
C h r i s t the r i g h t e o u s l i f e i n communion w i t h Gcd f c r 
which they had been c r e a t e d . Thus, whereas a l l men 
were brought t c s i n i n the f i r s t Adam, a l l men were 
bro u g h t tc r i g h t e o u s n e s s i n the second Adam, the C h r i s t . 
I t i s n e t o n l y i n r e s c u i n g man fr c m h i s f a l l i n g 
i n t c t e m p t a t i o n , b u t a l s c i n redeeming man frcm t he 
consequences c f s i n i n the f i r s t Adam - m o r t a l i t y and 
c o r r u p t i o n - t h a t the r o l e c f C h r i s t as the secend Adam 
i s unique and e s s e n t i a l . Fcr whereas a l l d i e d i n Adam, 
a l l were made a l i v e i n C h r i s t . F c r, be i n g the d i v i n e 
Sen c f Gcd i n an assumed, m o r t a l humanity, the Leges 
i n c a r n a t e d i e d f c r a l l i n r e s p e c t c f h i s assumed 
m c r t a l i t y , b u t alcne rcse i n i n t e g r i t y f r c m the dead 
f c r a l l men, i n r e s p e c t c f the Sen b e i n g the e t e r n a l 
L i f e c f Gcd. Thus nc l o n g e r i n Adam are men a l l d y i n g , 
but i n C h r i s t men a l l are b e i n g made a l i v e . 
This c o n t r a s t c f the f i r s t and seccnd Adam extends 
tc a c o n s i d e r a t i o n c f the e l d and the new d i s p e n s a t i o n s ; 
As we have b r i e f l y n o t e d , i n e x p l a i n i n g Heb.1.4., 
Athanasius expounds the phrase, b e i n g made so much b e t t e r 
than the a n g e l s , n e t as r e f e r r i n g tc the essence c f the 
Legos, i n comparison w i t h o r i g i n a t e t h i n g s , b u t as 
r e f e r r i n g tc the e n f l e s h e d s o j o u r n i n g c f the Leges, i n 
ccmpariscn w i t h the f c r m e r d i s p e n s a t i c n c f the law and 
the p r o p h e t s . A c c o r d i n g tc A t h a n a s i u s , inasmuch as 
C h r i s t e x c e l l e d i n n a t u r e these who were sen t b e f o r e 
by him, so by t h a t much also the grace which came f r c m 
and t h r o u g h him was b e t t e r than the m i n i s t r y e f f e c t e d 
by the angels . 
The new d i s p e r s a t i c n was b e t t e r than the e l d i n 
the sense t h a t he who e f f e c t e d the new m i n i s t r y was 
b e t t e r i n n a t u r e than these who e f f e c t e d the f c r m e r 
m i n i s t r y . Fcr the t r u e Sen c f the F a t h e r , the Demicurge, 
who was p e c u l i a r tc the i n c c r p c r e a l Father and e t h e r 
than a l l t h a t i s o r i g i n a t e , was the s u b j e c t c f the new 
d i s p e n s a t i o n , w h i l e the "angels" c f Gcd, the P r o p h e t s , 
who were b u t men and e s s e n t i a l l y o f the o r i g i n a t e sphere, 
b e i n g s e r v a n t s and these b r o u g h t i n t c b e i n g by the 
Demicurge, were the s u b j e c t s c f the e l d d i s p e n s a t i c n . 
C h r i s t , the Leges i n c a r n a t e , t h e r e f o r e f a r outshone, 
i n n a t u r e , these whe were sent b e f o r e him. 
Indeed, the e s s e n t i a l s u p e r i o r i t y c f the s u b j e c t 
c f the new d i s p e n s a t i c n ever those c f the e l d i s 
w i t n e s s e d t c by the use c f the v e r y wcrd ' b e t t e r ' . Fcr 
had i t been i n t e n d e d t h a t the new d i s p e n s a t i o n was b e t t e r 
than the e l d , b u t had been worked by a s i m i l a r b e i n g tc 
these whe worked the e l d , the C h r i s t and the Prophets 
b e i n g one i n k i n d and t h e r e b e i n g a n a t u r a l k i n s h i p 
between the Sen and the Prophets, the new d i s p e n s a t i o n 
would have been s a i d t c have been " g r e a t e r " c r "mere 
ho n o u r a b l e " than the e l d . Thus a ccmpariscn between 
C h r i s t and the Prcphets wculd have been made. A ccm-
p a r i s c n , hewever, i s t h a t i n which l i k e t h i n g s are com-
pared. Thus, by ccmparing C h r i s t w i t h the Prcphets cne 
wculd be p c i n t i n g tc t h e i r k i n s h i p . Hewever, ' b e t t e r ' 
was used, and t h e r e b y a c o n t r a s t c f the C h r i s t w i t h the 
Prcphets was i n t r o d u c e d . Yet a c o n t r a s t marks a d i f -
f e r e n c e , i t b e i n g t h a t i n which d i s s i m i l a r t h i n g s are 
p u t s i d e by s i d e . Thus the comparative a d j e c t i v e 
' b e t t e r ' marks the e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i c n between the 
Sen and the 'angels', the s u b j e c t s c f the new and e l d 
d i s p e n s a t i o n s r e s p e c t i v e l y . 
The s u p e r i o r i t y c f the new d i s p e n s a t i o n tc the 
e l d i s a l s o n o t i c e a b l e as regards the grace which ccmes 
f r c m and t h r o u g h t h e i r two r e s p e c t i v e s u b j e c t s . Under 
the f i r s t d i s p e n s a t i c n , whese h a l l - m a r k i s 'law', the 
w c r l d i s fcun d g u i l t y , b e i n g under the Law. Fcr men 
walk a c c o r d i n g tc the f l e s h , and n o t a c c c r d i n g tc Gcd's 
w i l l ; f l e s h , c r man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l y f r a i l t y , b e i n g 
bcund by s i n , cannct r e c e i v e the d i v i n e mind; and death 
r e i g n s over a l l . I n s h c r t , no one i s p e r f e c t e d by the 
Law, b u t c n l y j u s t punishments are meted c u t . Moreover, 
Gcd i s known o n l y i n Judaea, and even where the T r u t h 
i s known, i t i s knewn o n l y i n a t y p o l o g i c a l and shadewy 
form. 
The second d i s p e n s a t i c n , t h a t e f f e c t e d through 
C h r i s t , i s marked by 'grace'. Fcr i n and t h r c u g h i t , 
C h r i s t t c c k upon h i m s e l f the u n i v e r s a l condemnaticn, 
endured i t , and sc saved a l l humanity f r c m i t ; he 
r e l e a s e d f l e s h , c r f r a i l man, frcm the censequences c f 
i t s t r a n s g r e s s i c n s , r e n d e r i n g i t r e c e p t i v e c f the 
Leges; he d e s t r c y e d death. Thus the C h r i s t p e r f e c t e d 
the wcrk c f the F a t h e r . Fcr he rendered r i g h t e o u s grace 
tc a l l men, and thus e f f e c t e d t h a t men walked a c c c r d i n g 
tc the S p i r i t . F u r t h e r , t h r c u g h C h r i s t Gcd was knewn 
t h r c u g h c u t the whele w c r l d , and t h i s T r u t h new knewn 
was new t o t a l l y r e v e a l e d , and nc l e n g e r knewn c n l y 
en i g m a t i c a l l y . 
In s h c r t , the s a c r i f i c e , the hope and the premises 
i n C h r i s t are b e t t e r . Fcr " i t i s the f u n c t i o n c f 
s e r v a n t s t c demand the f r u i t s and nc mere but c f the 
Sen and Master t c f c r g i v e the debts and t c t r a n s f e r the 
v i n e y a r d " (24) . 
Here we have t h e r e f c r e , i n r e f e r e n c e to the 
b e t t e r m i n i s t r y c f C h r i s t c f Heb.1.4, an e l a b o r a t i o n 
and expansion c f the r e l e c f C h r i s t as the Seccnd Adam, 
th r c u g h whem the f u l l s a l v a t i o n c f man was t r u l y e f f e c t e d . 
As w i l l have been n o t i c e d a l r e a d y , Athanasius ccn-
t i n u e s i n the C^Ar.1 h i s id e a t h a t man's s a l v a t i c n i s 
r e l a t e d t c man b e i n g r e - e s t a b l i s h e d i n be t h h i s knowledge 
c f Gcd and i n h i s r i g h t e o u s l i f e c f g r a c i o u s cemmurien 
w i t h h i s d i v i n e C r e a t o r . 
Fcr mar tc be r e - e s t a b l i s h e d i n the knowledge 
c f God the Fat h e r r e q u i r e d the Leges tc be e s s e n t i a l l y 
d i v i n e . Fcr man c c u l d c n l y knew Gcd as h i s Father 
t h r c u g h the r e a l Sen t h r c u g h whem the Father was made 
knew. Thus, s i n c e men were t c be r e c r e a t e d i n t h e i r 
knewledge c f Gcd as F a t h e r , and s i n c e the r e c r e a t i c n 
c c u l d c c c u r t h r c u g h the Sen c f the Fat h e r a l c n e , the 
Leges whe e f f e c t e d such a r e c r e a t i c n was n e c e s s a r i l y 
the e t e r n a l Sen c f the Fa t h e r . A p a r t f r c m t h i s essent 
i a l d i v i n i t y w i t h the F a t h e r , man's renewal i n h i s 
kncwledge c f Gcd was i m p c s s i b l e . 
S i m i l a r l y , the e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y o f the Leges 
was i m p e r a t i v e f c r the redemption c f man's b e i n g . 
This Athanasius s t r e s s e s i n s e v e r a l p l a c e s : had the 
Leges, the L c r d , n e t become man, men would net have 
been saved; had the Leges whe had t r u l y become i n -
c a r n a t e f o r men n e t been t r u l y God, the s a l v a t i o n c f 
man, which was the Father's g l e r y , wculd n e t have 
been e f f e c t d . The A r i a n d e n i a l o f the e t e r n a l and 
n a t u r a l d i v i n i t y c f the Leges c f the Father by t h e i r 
supposing him t c be a c r e a t u r e t h e r e f o r e amounted t c 
a d e n i a l o f the e f f e c t i v e n e s s c f man's s a l v a t i o n . 
Indeed, had the Leges been c r e a t e d frcm n o t h i n g , and so 
have been cne c f a l l e t h e r s , he wculd n e t have been 
able t c be t h e C h r i s t , the a u t h c r c f t h e i r s a l v 
R e s u l t i n g f r cm these statements i t i s c l e a r t h a t 
men c c u l d n e t have e f f e c t e d t h e i r cwn s a l v a t i o n . 
Indeed, n o t c n l y were they n e t able tc e f f e c t t h e i r 
cwn s a l v a t i c n , but a l s c they were n e t s u f f i c i e n t t c dc 
sc, i n t h a t they had discbeyed Gcd's h c l y w i l l . Rather, 
i t was necessary t h a t the e t e r n a l l y immutable Leges c f 
Gcd e f f e c t e d t h e i r s a l v a t i c n . Fcr he alcne was s u f f i c i e n t 
tc u n i t e man and Gcd i n the H c l y S p i r i t . Fcr h i s alcne 
was the Hcl y S p i r i t t c g i v e . Moreover, c n l y the d i v i n e 
Leges c c u l d save, e x a l t , make sens c f Gcd, c r d i v i n i s e 
men. Fcr men c c u l d be geds c n l y t h r c u g h p a r t i c i p a t i c n 
i n the d i v i n e Leges; i t was c n l y t h r c u g h the Sen t h a t 
men c c u l d t h e r e f c r e beccme the sens c f Gcd. 
Thus i t was t h a t the s u b j e c t c f the i n c a r n a t i o n 
was t r u l y Gcd, b e i n g t r u e Gcd c f t r u e Gcd; he was Gad 
El2y&£i_JSSiL£y§i§II ( 2 5 ) ; he was u n a l t e r a b l e , a f t e r r e -
semblance c f the u n a l t e r a b l e F a t h e r . 
Net c n l y , however, was the e s s e n t i a l d i v i n i t y c f 
the Leges necessary tc man's s a l v a t i c n ; sc al s c was h i s 
i n c a r n a t i o n . Thus a d i v i n e f i _ a t was n e t s u f f i c i e n t t c 
guarantee man's r e c r e a t i o n i n God; a bestowal c f grace 
upen man from w i t h o u t was n e t t h a t which wculd secure 
man's red e m p t i o n . Fcr i t was o n l y i n C h r i s t , the d i v i n e 
Logos i n c a r n a t e , t h a t men l e f t b e h i n d t h e i r former s t a t e 
which was i n s e c u r e as a r e s u l t c f t h e i r mutable n a t u r e , 
and e n t e r e d i n t o a secure s t a t e . Only i n C h r i s t were 
men redeemed s e c u r e l y to God. For i t was o n l y by the 
immutable Leges becoming mutable man, and y e t r e m a i n i n g 
t r u l y immutable, and t h e r e i n meeting and c o u n t e r i n g the 
D e v i l cn b e h a l f c f a l l men, t h a t men were f r e e d t c f u l f i l 
the r i g h t e o u s n e s s c f Gcd's w i l l . Only s i n c e the d i v i n e 
Leges, the G i v e r c f the Hcly S p i r i t , had h i m s e l f been 
a n o i n t e d f c r men, have men t r u l y shared c f the S p i r i t , 
and have they been s a n c t i f i e d . For men r e c e i v e d t h e 
grace c f p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Hcl y S p i r i t s e c u r e l y e n l y 
s i n c e the d i v i n e Leges i n c a r n a t e was a n c i n t e d . Human 
f l e s h was f i r s t s a n c t i f i e d i n him, the Leges as man 
h a v i n g r e c e i v e d the S p i r i t ; men then r e c e i v e d the sequel 
c f the grace c f the S p i r i t , r e c e i v i n g c f h i s f u l n e s s . 
A g a i n , e n l y by the r e f e r r i n g c f the " e x a l t a t i o n " c f 
P h i l . 2 . 9 t c the t r u e humanity, a k i n tc man's,but assumed 
i n C h r i s t by the v e r y Leges c f God, was t h a t e x a l t a t i o n , 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n , from the dead tc t h e v e r y presence c f 
God, made secure f c r men, and were s i n and death con-
quered by C h r i s t f c r a l l . 
Man's s a l v a t i o n t h e r e f o r e was secured e n l y i n C h r i s t 
This t h c u g h t p a r a l l e l s DI.44 where I t i s seen t h a t e n l y 
by the i m m c r t a l Leges' becoming i n t i m a t e l y i n v o l v e d i n 
man's m o r t a l humanity, was man guaranteed t r u e s a l v a t i c n 
from death t c an e t e r n a l l i f e i n God. 
The idea c f man's s a l v a t i c n i n C h r i s t i s s t r e s s e d 
i n C ^ A r . l : because the C h r i s t was washed i n the Jordan, 
men were washed i n him; because he r e c e i v e d the H c l y 
S p i r i t , men r e c e i v e d the Hcly S p i r i t ; because he was 
e x a l t e d f r c m death i n t o the presence c f Gcd, men were sc 
r a i s e d . There i s here a v e r y c l o s e c o n n e c t i o n between 
C h r i s t and these i n C h r i s t . Yet i t dees n e t amcunt t c a 
c c r p c r a t e humanity which the d i v i n e Leges assumed i n 
becoming man, and i n which a l l men a r e . Fcr t h e r e i s a 
d i s t i n c t i c n between C h r i s t and the C h r i s t i a n s . C h r i s t 
i s he t c whem the d i v i n e Leges g i v e s h i s grace f c r a l l . 
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Thus C h r i s t i s d i s t i n c t frcm these cn whese b e h a l f he 
i s w c r k i n g . Again, C h r i s t i s d i s t i n c t f r c m the C h r i s t i a n s 
i n t h a t he i s the cne i n whem a l l e t h e r s are b a p t i s e d , 
a n c i n t e d , s a n c t i f i e d , and e x a l t e d f r cm d e a t h tc Gcd. 
F i n a l l y , he i s the secend Adam, the man whe acts f c r a l l 
e t h e r men. There i s t h e r e f o r e b c t h a d i s t i n c t i c n and a 
conn e c t i o n between C h r i s t and these i n C h r i s t . Fcr 
C h r i s t i s t h e i r F o r e r u n n e r , l e a d i n g l i k e men, and y e t 
d i s t i n c t f r c m them i n t h a t he i s t h e i r l e a d e r . I t i s 
i n t e r e s t i n g t c no t e t h a t as we suggested i n the chapter 
cn the CG-DI, so here the b a s i s c f men's s h a r i n g i n 
C h r i s t ' s redemptive work i s t h e i r cemmen c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . 
Fcr men r e c e i v e the H c l y S p i r i t which was given t c C h r i s t 
i n Jordan cn account c f h i s b e a r i n g t h e i r bedy, w h i l e men 
become i n C h r i s t God's temple and the sens c f Gcd cn 
acccunt o f the k i n s h i p t c h i s body. That the body , 
man's cemmen e s s e n t i a l i t y , i s t h a t whereby men share i n 
C h r i s t ' s r e c e p t i o n c f Gcd's s a v i n g g i f t s c f grace seems 
tc c o n f i r m cur view t h a t 'body' i s n e t t c be u n d e r s t c c d 
i n A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t as t h a t p h y s i c l c g i c a l e n t i t y 
w hich separates cne bedy f r c m a n c t h e r , b u t as t h a t 
cemmen c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n which a l l men a c t and i n t e r - a c t 
upen cne a n o t h e r . 
Connected w i t h the d i v i n e Leges' e f f e c t i n g w i t h i n 
h i m s e l f the s a l v a t i o n c f man , i s what v/e have f o r m e r l y 
c a l l e d the " i n t e r n a l i s a t i c n " c f the Leges. Fcr i n 
becoming man, the Leges had beccme l o g i c a l , and the 
Image c f Gcd ' i n the image c f Gcd 1. This same i n t e r -
n a l i s a t i c n seems t c occur i n the C ^ A r . l , a l t h c u g h here 
the emphasis i s upon the redemption a s p e c t s : the Bestcwer 
c f the Hcly S p i r i t bestowed the S p i r i t upon h i m s e l f ; the 
d i v i n e Leges s a n c t i f i e d h i m s e l f ; the Leges, the L i f e c f 
Gcd, e x a l t s h i m s e l f . Yet, as w i t h the Leges becoming 
l o g i c a l , sc w i t h h i s s a n c t i f y i n g and e x a l t i n g h i m s e l f , 
he dees n o t beccme " i n t e r n a l i s e d " f c r h i s own b e n e f i t , 
b u t cn man's ac c c u n t , and f c r h i s sake; t h i s i n t e r -
n a l i s a t i c n i s tc ensure t h a t man's s a l v a t i c n i s secure. 
An i n t e r e s t i n g aspect c f the i n c a r n a t i c n which 
f e l l o w s f r c m t h i s " i n t e r n a l i s a t i c n " c f the d i v i n e Leges 
i n the i n c a r n a t i c n i s the r e f l e x i v e n a t u r e c f h i s 
becoming man. Fcr whereas men are a c t e d upen f r c m w i t h o u t , 
Gcd's grace tc men n e c e s s a r i l y stemming f r c m i t s d i v i n e , 
i n c c r p c r e a l source, the Leges acts upen h i m s e l f f r c m 
w i t h i n . Fcr he as Gcd wcrks tcwards h i m s e l f as man, 
t h e r e i n e n s u r i n g t h a t the grace r e c e i v e d , which con-
s t i t u t e s man's s a l v a t i o n , i s secure. Fcr t r u e tc man's 
needy n a t u r e , man and the man Jesus are p a s s i v e , b e i n g 
the r e c i p i e n t s o f grace. The d i v i n e Leges, en the 
e t h e r hand, remains the a c t i v e bestcwer c f Gcd. Yet 
m y s t e r i o u s l y and m i r a c u l o u s l y , the a c t i v e Leges becomes 
the p a s s i v e man, w h i l e y e t r e m a i n i n g e t e r n a l l y a c t i v e ; 
i n C h r i s t the bestcwer and the r e c i p i e n t beccme one, 
thus s e c u r i n g man's r e c e i p t c f grace i n C h r i s t . 
The answer tc the q u e s t i o n c f whether c r n e t 
Athanasius a d m i t t e d a human s o u l i n C h r i s t has l o n g 
been d i s p u t e d . C e r t a i n l y , a human s o u l c f C h r i s t i s 
n e t mentioned e x p l i c i t l y i n C^Ar.1. That, however, i s 
e x p l i c a b l e . Athanasius does n e t t h i n k i n s t r i c t l y 
p h y s i c l c g i c a l t erms; he c e r t a i n l y dees n e t s e t c u t tc 
f o r m u l a t e a l i s t c f the cempenent p a r t s c f C h r i s t ' s 
humanity. Fcr him, as we have seen, 'body', ' f l e s h ' 
and 'man', t h a t which the d i v i n e Leges assumes c r 
beccmes i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , are n e t c l c s e d concepts, 
b u t f u n c t i c n a l and r e l a t i o n a l ; t hey are the means 
whereby Athanasius e x p l a i n s the r e l a t i o n s h i p c f the 
d i v i n e Leges and h i s humanity, r a t h e r than the com-
p o s i t i o n c f the Leges' humanity. F u r t h e r m o r e , Athanasius 
wcrks frcm a b i b l i c a l s t a n d p o i n t . His e x p o s i t i o n c f the 
I n c a r n a t i o n was t h e r e f o r e s c r i p t u r a l . L i k e the New 
Testament, Athanasius was n o t p a r t i c u l a r l y concerned w i t h 
the p h y s i c l c g y c f C h r i s t , b u t c n l y w i t h the f a c t t h a t the 
Leges t r u l y became man f c r men. Again, the e x i s t e n c e c f 
the s c u l c f C h r i s t seems n e t t c have been a m a t t e r c f 
p r i m a r y concern f c r the A r i a n s . C e r t a i n l y t h e r e i s nc 
mention c f t h e i r concern w i t h i t i n Ch. 5-7 where 
Athanasius c u t l i n e s the A r i a n t h c u g h t which he aimed tc 
c c u n t e r . Rather, the emphasis t h e r e seems t c be t h e i r 
b e l i e f i n the n c n - e s s e n t i a l d i v i n i t y c f the Sen c f Gcd. 
Thus Athanasius was cencerned t c shew i n C^Ar.1 n e t 
t h a t the C h r i s t has a r a t i o n a l , human s c u l , b u t t h a t the 
Leges d i d n e t beccme Gcd through b e t t e r m e n t , b u t t h a t he 
was e t e r n a l l y the - immutable Sen c f the F a t h e r . 
C e r t a i n l y we cannct argue t h a t A thanasius p i c t u r e s 
A r i a n t h c u g h t i n ch. 5-7 as he wished i t tc be p i c t u r e d , 
and sc avoided h a v i n g t c t r e a t the q u e s t i o n c f the human 
s c u l c f C h r i s t , supposedly because he d i d n e t b e l i e v e i n 
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i t s e x i s t e n c e . I t i s c l e a r f r c m s e v e r a l p c i n t s t h a t the 
A r i a n prcblem was p r i m a r i l y a t h e c l c g i c a l cne. The 
d e s c r i p t i o n s the A r i a n s are given p c i n t i n t h i s d i r e c t i c n : 
the A r i a n s are these "whe have s e t themselves i n a r r a y 
a g a i n s t the godhead c f C h r i s t " (26) and who "by a l l t h e i r 
words have a t t e m p t e d t c do away w i t h the godhead c f 
C h r i s t " ( 2 7 ) ; they are "these whe separate the Sen frcm 
the substance and d i v i n i t y c f the F a t h e r , and a l i e n a t e 
the Leges frcm the F a t h e r " (28) and sc "denied the c n l y -
b e g c t t e n Sen c f Gcd" ( 2 9 ) . Meanwhile, Sccrates r e p c r t s 
i n the opening c h a p t e r s c f h i s h i s t c r y t h a t A r i a n i s m 
arose t h r c u g h i t s l e a d e r ' s d i s c u s s i o n c f the u n i t y " o f 
the H c l y T r i n i t y " ( 3 0 ) . A g a i n , whether we l o c k a t 
r e p c r t s c f the A r i a n t h e c l o g y , o r the o r t h o d o x r e p l i e s 
to these r e p o r t s , we f i n d t h a t A r i a n i s m was concerned 
w i t h the pre-eminence and p r e - e x i s t e n c e c f Gcd the Father 
ever h i s Son, and w i t h the s u b o r d i n a t i o n c f the Sen 
t h r c u g h the a l l y i n g c f the l a t t e r ' s n a t u r e w i t h the r e s t 
c f c r e a t i o n . F u r t h e r , the ecumenical c c u n c i l c f Nicea, 
c a l l e d e s p e c i a l l y tc c o u n t e r the A r i a n problem, demenst 
r a t e s b e t h i n i t s main s t a t e m e n t s and i n i t s anathemas 
t h a t f c u r t h c e n t u r y C a t h c l i c i s m saw the A r i a n heresy 
as e m p h a t i c a l l y c e n t r e d upon the q u e s t i o n c f the Leges' 
e s s e n t i a l d i v i n i t y . Moreover, the term homccusics, which 
was i n t r o d u c e d i n t c the Nicene creed t c a s s e r t the t o t a l 
oneness c f the Father and the Sen, was f c r a l e n g time 
a bene c f c c n t e n t i c n . Indeed, Theodcret r e c o r d s t h a t by 
the time c f the syncd c f Nice i n Thrace the phrases 
c u s i a and hcmccusics were erased frcm the creed, and 
the term hemcics i n s e r t e d i n t h e i r p l a c e ( 3 1 ) . Whatever 
t h i s means f c r the r e l a t i v e m e r i t s c f these C h r i s t c l e g i c a l 
terms, i t dees mean t h a t i t was the d i v i n i t y c f the Sen 
which was the c o n t e n t i o u s C h r i s t o l e g i c a l p c i n t i n the 
years i m m e d i a t e l y a f t e r Nicea. I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t 
f c r the A r i a n s the q u e s t i o n o f the d i v i n i t y c f the Sen 
was c e n t r a l . Indeed, even when the humanity c f C h r i s t 
was t r e a t e d , i t was n e t t r e a t e d f c r i t s cwn sake. Fcr 
as Alexander, the bishep c f A l e x a n d r i a , w r c t e i n a l e t t e r 
p r c b a b l y t c Alexander c f T h e s s a l c n i c a , the A r i a n s "have 
c o n s t r u c t e d a wcrkshop f o r c o n t e n d i n g a g a i n s t C h r i s t , 
denying the godhead c f cur S a v i o u r , and p r e a c h i n g t h a t he 
i s c n l y the equal c f e t h e r s . Having c o l l e c t e d the 
passages which speak c f h i s p l a n c f s a l v a t i c n and h i s 
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h u m i l i t a t i o n f o r our sakes, they endeavour from these t o 
c o l l e c t the p r e a c h i n g o f t h e i r i m p i e t y , i g n o r i n g a l t o g e t h e r 
the passages i n which h i s e t e r n a l godhead and u n u t t e r a b l e 
g l o r y w i t h the Fat h e r are s e t f o r t h . . . "(32) . He l a t e r 
c o n t i n u e s , n o t i n g t h a t the A r i a n s , " r e t a i n i n g i n t h e i r 
memories the words t h a t came t o be used w i t h r e s p e c t o f 
h i s s a v i n g p a s s i o n , and abasement and e x a n i m a t i o n , and 
what they c a l l h i s p o v e r t y , and i n s h o r t a l l those t h i n g s 
to which our Saviour s u b m i t t e d f o r our sakes, b r i n g them 
f o r w a r d t o r e f u t e h i s supreme and e t e r n a l godhead. But 
of those words which s i g n i f y h i s n a t u r a l g l o r y and 
n o b i l i t y and a b i d i n g w i t h the Fa t h e r , they have become 
u n m i n d f u l . . . . " ( 3 3 ) . To or t h o d o x eyes t h e r e f o r e the problem 
here was n o t t h a t the A r i a n s were denying the r e a l i t y o f 
C h r i s t ' s humanity, but t h a t t h e y were u s i n g t h i s r e a l 
humanity o f the C h r i s t as a s u p p o r t f o r t h e i r t h e o r y o f 
the i n f e r i o r i t y o f the Son t o the Father; they were 
a p p l y i n g the weaknesses o f the humanity o f C h r i s t t o 
h i s i m p a s s i b l e d i v i n i t y ; they were c o n f u s i n g the two 
economies of the Son o f the Fa t h e r . Even t h e r e f o r e where 
the humanity i s b e i n g t r e a t e d , the m a t t e r f i r m l y a t stake 
i s the d i v i n i t y o f the Son, h i s i m p a s s i b i l i t y and im-
m u t a b i l i t y by n a t u r e , and n o t the t r u e humanity o f the 
Son i n c a r n a t e , upon the r e a l i t y o f which i n f a c t the 
sharpness o f the A r i a n a t t a c k a g a i n s t the t r i u n e God 
r e s t e d . Indeed, had the r e a l i t y o f the humanity o f 
C h r i s t been open to q u e s t i o n f o r the A r i a n s , t h e i r use 
o f the same as a means o f a t t a c k upon the d i v i n i t y o f the 
Son would have been q u e s t i o n a b l e a l s o . T h i s , however, 
c e r t a i n l y was not the case. 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t i t was C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y 
which was the concern o f the A r i a n s and which At h a n a s i u s 
t h e r e f o r e r i g h t l y c o n c e n t r a t e d upon i n C.Ar•1. Indeed, 
i t was o n l y l a t e r i n the A r i a n c o n t r o v e r s y , when the 
d i v i n i t y o f the Holy S p i r i t was c a l l e d i n t o q u e s t i o n by 
the T r o p i c i t h a t A thanasius was r e q u i r e d t o deal s p e c i f i c a l l y 
w i t h the m a t t e r o f the human s o u l o f C h r i s t ; and t h a t 
Athanasius d i d i n h i s Tome. An e x p l i c i t t r e a t m e n t o f 
C h r i s t ' s human s o u l was not t h e r e f o r e a p r i m a r y concern 
f o r him i n h i s a n t i - A r i a n p o l e m i c . 
Yet, f o r a l l t h i s , t h e r e seems t o have been an 
element o f the humanity o f C h r i s t which was open to d i s -
p u t e . The element was n o t c e n t r a l t o the A r i a n heresy. 
Nor was i t s t a t e d openly as an A r i a n b e l i e f . Rather i t 
must be i n f e r r e d from the v a r i o u s creeds which were b e i n g 
p u t around a t the time o f Nicea. 
P r i o r t o the f o r m u l a t i o n o f the Nicene creed, the 
church seems t o have been somewhat i n d e f i n i t e , a n t h r o p -
o l o g i c a l l y s p e a k i n g , i n i t s c r e d a l statements r e g a r d i n g 
the i n c a r n a t i o n . The creed o f Caesarea, f o r example, 
merely r e c o r d e d t h a t the "Logon s a r k o t h e n t a k a i en 
a n t h r o p o i s p oliteusamenon" ( 3 4 ) . The C o u n c i l o f Nicea, 
however, seems d e l i b e r a t e l y t o have a l t e r e d t h i s i n -
c a r n a t i o n a l i n d e f i n i t e n e s s . For i t a s s e r t e d t h a t the 
Logos " f o r our s a l v a t i o n , k a i s a r k o t h e n t a k a i enanthropesanta" 
(35) . This q u a l i f i c a t i o n o f s a r k o t h e n t a by enanthropesanta 
seems to i m p l y t h a t the C o u n c i l wished t o r u l e out any 
p o s s i b i l i t y o f t h i n k i n g t h a t C h r i s t d i d not assume a human 
s o u l when he became i n c a r n a t e , a p o s i t i o n which the term 
s a r k o t h e n t a , when u n q u a l i f i e d , a l l o w e d . 
I f such i s the case, the e x c l u s i o n o f a d e n i a l o f 
C h r i s t ' s human s o u l by an a n t i - A r i a n symbol may suggest 
t h a t A r i u s and h i s f o l l o w e r s h e l d the view t h a t the 
i n c a r n a t e Son d i d n o t have a human and r a t i o n a l s o u l . 
Indeed, t h i s s u g g e s t i o n may be c o n f i r m e d by the events 
o f 331. For i n 331 A r i u s and h i s adherents were eager t o 
be r e c e i v e d back i n t o the communion o f the C a t h o l i c Church. 
A c c o r d i n g l y t h e y s u b m i t t e d t o the emperor C o n s t a n t i n e a 
w r i t t e n s t a t e m e n t o f f a i t h , upon the b a s i s o f which they 
sought to show t h e i r oneness w i t h the r e s t o f the C a t h o l i c 
Church. This r e c a n t a t i o n Socrates r e c o r d s i n h i s 
E c c l e s i a s t i c a l H i s t o r y . Besides the expected avoidance 
o f the term homoousios, i n a d m i t t i n g t h a t "we b e l i e v e 
i n one God the Fat h e r A l m i g h t y , and i n the Lord Jesus 
C h r i s t , who was o f him b e f o r e a l l ages...." ( 3 6 ) , A r i u s 
f a i l s t o r e c a l l the Nicene phraseology c o n c e r n i n g the 
I n c a r n a t i o n , s t a t i n g t h a t t on (sc.Logon) k a t e l t h e n t a k a i 
s a r k o t h e n t a k a i p a t h o n t a ( 3 7 ) . 
Given, however, t h a t A r i u s d i d n o t w r i t e h i s 
r e c a n t a t i o n i n a c a s u a l manner, b u t gave thought t o t h a t 
which he a d m i t t e d , and gi v e n the f a c t t h a t he was a t 
l e a s t t r y i n g the g i v e the i m p r e s s i o n t h a t he agreed w i t h 
the Nicene Creed, and t h e r e f o r e would presumably have 
used Nicean phrases whenever he c o u l d , i t seems s t r a n g e 
t h a t he d i d n o t use the Nicene clause " f o r our s a l v a t i o n 
he came down, k a i s a r k o t h e n t a k a i e n a n t h r o p e s a n t a " ( 3 8 ) , 
u n l e s s he d i d n o t accept t h a t f o r m u l a t i o n . I f he d i d 
n o t accept t h a t , i t would suggest t h a t we are not so f a r 
fro m the t r u t h i n se e i n g something i n the p a r t i c u l a r 
form o f the creed as accepted by the c o u n c i l o f Nicea. 
For i f t h e r e was n o t a p a r t i c u l a r nuance b e i n g i n f e r r e d 
t h e r e i n , t h e r e i s no reason why A r i u s c o u l d not have 
accepted the Nicence clause on t h i s p a r t i c u l a r p o i n t . 
A l l i n a l l , i t seems t h a t i t i s r i g h t t o see i n t h i s 
c l a u s e o f the Nicene creed an a s s e r t i o n o f the t o t a l i t y 
o f the humanity assumed by the Son i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , 
and t o b e l i e v e t h a t A r i u s was not pr e p a r e d t o a s s e r t the 
same . 
The A r i a n s seem t h e r e f o r e t o have denied the human 
s o u l o f C h r i s t t h r o u g h t h e i r d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s 
i n c a r n a t i o n by s a r k o t h e n t a and i t s cognates a l o n e . 
Orthodoxy, on the o t h e r hand, a f f i r m e d C h r i s t ' s f u l l 
h umanity th r o u g h t he Nicene creed's s a r k o t h e n t a k a i 
enan thropesan t a , the q u a l i f i c a t i o n o f s a r k o t h e n t a by 
enan t h r o p e s a n t a e x c l u d i n g the seeming d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l . I f t h e r e f o r e Athanasius d e s c r i b e s C h r i s t ' s 
humanity i n t h i s , o r a cognate manner, e s p e c i a l l y i n an 
a n t i - A r i a n c o n t e x t , i t would seem reasonable t o suppose 
t h a t the bi s h o p i s c o u n t e r i n g i n the Nicene f a s h i o n the 
A r i a n d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l . I t i s t r u e t h a t i f 
Athanasius does use some such i n c a r n a t i o n a l language i t 
might be e x p l a i n e d as mere c o i n c i d e n c e t h a t b o t h he and 
the Nicene Creed use the same. But c o i n c i d e n c e would n o t 
be a v e r y v i a b l e e x p l a n a t i o n i n the l i g h t o f the f a c t 
t h a t the creed o f Nicea was propagated as the s t a n d a r d 
and o r t h o d o x r e p l y t o A r i a n i s m , t h a t , s i n c e i t was a 
f o r m u l a t h a t c o u l d be committed t o memory v e r y e a s i l y , a n y 
r e p l y t o A r i a n heresy would p r o b a b l y have been f o r m u l a t e d 
i n the terms o f t h i s same creed, and t h a t A t h a n a s i u s , the 
g r e a t e c c l e s i a s t , who had been Alexander's r i g h t hand man 
a t the C o u n c i l o f 325, admits t h a t the C o u n c i l o f Nicea 
was c a l l e d f o r the v e r y purpose o f c o u n t e r i n g A r i a n i s m . 
As we have a l r e a d y n o t i c e d , A t h a n a s i u s uses b o t h 
the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l clause 'he became man' and 'he became 
f l e s h ' . A l t h o u g h g e n e r a l l y used s e p a r a t e l y , they have 
the c o l l e c t i v e meaning f o r the whole work o f the Nicene 
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s a r k o t h e n t a k a i e n a n t h r o p e s a n t a . A usage more l i k e the 
Nicene i s , however, a l s o found: 45.18-19 a s s e r t s t h a t i t 
was "not the F a t h e r , who became f l e s h , but h i s Logos, 
who became man". Thus i t i s of the d i v i n e Logos,"when 
he became man.. .when the Logos became f l e s h " (39) t h a t 
the m i n i s t r y o f C h r i s t , r e f e r r e d t o i n Heb.1.4, ought t o 
be r e l a t e d . For i t was w h i l e " b e i n g the Logos, he became 
f l e s h , and so h a v i n g become man" (40) t h a t h i s m i n i s t r y 
became s u p e r i o r . This i s seen i n the f a c t t h a t " a s man 
i n h i s own f l e s h " h e endured death f o r a l l men (41) and 
t h a t t h e r e o c c u r r e d the redeeming e x a l t a t i o n " o f h i s 
humanity, h i s flesh...when the Logos became f l e s h " ( 4 2 ) . 
I t i s i n the l i g h t o f the A r i a n r e f u s a l t o admit the 
e n a n t h r o p e s i s , over a g a i n s t the e n s a r k o s i s , o f the d i v i n e 
Logos t h a t we must a l s o c o n s i d e r 4 5 . 1 1 f f : " i f t h e r e f o r e 
he d i d n o t become man",the e x a l t a t i o n o f C h r i s t i s n o t t o 
be r e f e r r e d t o the i n c a r n a t e Logos. "But i f the Logos 
became f l e s h , o f n e c e s s i t y the r e s u r r e c t i o n , as i n the 
case o f a man, must be a s c r i b e d t o h i m . . . . " 
Even more i n t e r e s t i n g i n t h i s c o n t e x t i s 5 3 . 3 8 f f . 
For t h e r e A t h a n a s i u s a s s e r t s t h a t i n i n t e r p r e t i n g the 
c l a u s e , the Logos became f l e s h , the A r i a n s s h o u l d e i t h e r 
i n t e r p r e t i t a r i g h t , o r deny t h a t the Lord became even 
man . 
I t seems from the above t h e r e f o r e t h a t the Logos' 
i n c a r n a t i o n a l s t a t e i s d e s c r i b e d i n Nicene terms, 
s a r k o t h e n t a and i t s cognates b e i n g q u a l i f i e d by 
enanthropesanta and i t s cognates, and t h a t the Johannine 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a , the Logos became f l e s h , was t o 
be i n t e r p r e t e d as the Lord became man. Both o f these 
s t a n d i n marked c o n t r a s t w i t h the A r i a n a s s e r t i o n , a g a i n s t 
which the Nicene creed took i t s s t a n d , t h a t the Logos o n l y 
became f l e s h , and by t h a t u n d e r s t a n d i n g t h a t the Logos 
took the p l a c e o f the human s o u l i n C h r i s t ' s f l e s h . 
That Athanasius seems t o d e s c r i b e the i n c a r n a t i o n 
o f the d i v i n e Logos i n the Nicene manner whereby the A r i a n 
d e n i a l o f a human s o u l o f C h r i s t i s excluded i s n o t e w o r t h y . 
I t s n o t e w o r t h i n e s s i s however i n c r e a s e d when we remember 
t h a t the " f l e s h " and "man" which the Logos became i n 
h i s i n c a r n a t i o n are n o t t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a p h y s i o -
l o g i c a l sense, b u t i n a t h e o l o g i c a l manner. Hence t o 
admit t h a t the d i v i n e Logos became man i s more than 
m e r e l y t o g i v e , f o r s t y l i s t i c reasons, an a l t e r n a t i v e 
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t o "became f l e s h " ; i t i s t o q u a l i f y the l a t t e r . For i t 
i s t o assent t o the f a c t t h a t the d i v i n e Logos not o n l y 
became one w i t h men i n t h e i r common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , by 
becoming men's f l e s h , b u t a l s o t h a t he became one w i t h 
men i n t h a t which d i s t i n g u i s h e s mankind from the r e s t 
o f i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e l i n c s s . For i n becoming man, the 
d i v i n e Logos became " i n the image" and r a t i o n a l . That 
A t h a n a s i u s admits t h a t the d i v i n e Logos became man i s 
n o t t h e r e f o r e merely the r i n g i n g o f the changes upon the 
Logos' becoming f l e s h , b u t i s the a s s e r t i o n i n Nicene 
terms o f t h e f u l l n e s s o f C h r i s t ' s humanity i n the face 
o f the A r i a n d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l . 
C o n f i r m a t i o n t h a t Athanasius d i d not deny the 
f u l l n e s s o f C h r i s t ' s humanity seems t o l i e i n two o t h e r 
areas. A t h a n a s i u s a s s e r t s t h a t the d i v i n e Logos "became" 
man or f l e s h . I f , however, one i s t o g i v e any c o n t e n t 
t o the verb "became", which A t h a n a s i u s seems t o do, i t 
must be seen over a g a i n s t " e n t e r e d i n t o . . . " , and i t s 
synonyms, the l a t t e r b e i n g the A r i a n u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 
the r e l a t i o n o f t h e Logos t o h i s assumed humanity. 
Consequently, i n a s s e r t i n g t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos became 
man, r a t h e r than e n t e r e d i n t o man, Ath a n a s i u s seems t o be 
v e e r i n g away from an A p o l l i n a r i a n u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n , i n w h i c h the Logos i s e n c a p s u l a t e d i n the 
body. Ag a i n , w h i l e i n the CG-DI the m a j o r i t y o f 
i n c a r n a t i o n a l s t a t e m e n t s took the form o f 'he took a 
body', 'he p u t on a body', e t c . , 'he became f l e s h ' n o t 
ap p e a r i n g a t a l l , and 'he became man' o n l y c o m p a r a t i v e l y 
i n f r e q u e n t l y , i n C.Ar. 1. the number o f i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
phrases i n v o l v i n g the assumption o f the body has dropped 
re m a r k a b l y , w h i l e the m a j o r i t y o f i n c a r n a t i o n a l s t a t e m e n t s 
appear as 'he became man' and 'he became f l e s h ' . One 
i m p l i c a t i o n from the a l t e r a t i o n o f emphasis from the 
assumption o f body i n the CG-DI t o the becoming man or 
f l e s h o f C.Ar.1. seems t o be the e x c l u s i o n o f an 
A p o l l i n a r i a n C h r i s t o l o g y . For w h i l e the 'he took a body', 
and s i m i l a r s t a t e m e n t s , may a l l o w f o r an A p o l l i n a r i a n 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s humanity, the statements 'he 
became man' and 'he became f l e s h ' do n o t so r e a d i l y . 
For the verb 'to become', as we have seen a l r e a d y , does 
n o t f a v o u r e a s i l y such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , and the noun 
' f l e s h ' , q u a l i f i e d by 'man', i n a Nicene f a s h i o n , and 
u n d e r s t o o d i n a t h e o l o g i c a l and n o t p h y s i o l o g i c a l 
manner, seems to exclude such a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l view. 
This a l t e r a t i o n i n emphasis i s a l l the more t e l l i n g 
when one n o t i c e s the c o n t e x t s o f t h e two t e x t s . The 
CG-DI was concerned w i t h C h r i s t ' s presence amongst men, 
and e s p e c i a l l y w i t h the s a l v i f i c consequences o f t h i s 
presence. Since i t was from the m o r t a l i t y and c o r r u p t i o n 
o f the body o f man t h a t man needed s a v i n g , and s i n c e i t 
was i n the c r e a t u r e l y cosmos, the g r e a t w o r l d l y 'body', 
t h a t man was s e e k i n g f o r God, God the Logos assumed a 
c r e a t u r e l y body t h a t he might save men from the m o r t a l 
and c o r r u p t i b l e n a t u r e of t h e i r b o d i e s , and t h a t he might 
r e v e a l h i m s e l f i n the m a t e r i a l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n which 
men were l o o k i n g f o r God. That At h a n a s i u s emphasised 
the Logos' assumption o f a c r e a t u r e l y body i s t h e r e f o r e 
f i t t i n g f o r the c o n t e x t and the c o n t e n t o f the CG-DI. 
The aim o f the C.Ar.1., on the o t h e r hand, was o n l y 
s e c o n d a r i l y concerned w i t h C h r i s t ' s humanity, i t s 
emphasis b e i n g upon t h e s a f e g u a r d i n g o f the Logos 1 
e s s e n t i a l d i v i n i t y . Where, however, Athanasius does 
c o n s i d e r C h r i s t ' s humanity, he does so i n a Nicene manner, 
and so excludes the A r i a n s ' d e n i a l o f a s o u l i n C h r i s t . 
To t h i s end t h e r e f o r e he a l t e r e d h i s emphasis i n h i s 
d e s c r i p t i o n o f the i n c a r n a t i o n from the Logos' assumption 
o f a body t o h i s becoming f l e s h by becoming man. 
A t h a n a s i u s ' s t r e s s t h e r e f o r e upon t h e d i v i n e Logos' 
becoming man and f l e s h , and h i s p l a y i n g down h i s assump-
t i o n o f body, f i t s the c o n t e x t and c o n t e n t o f C.Ar.1. 
w i t h i t s p r o -Nicene, a n t i - A r i a n emphasis. 
One f u r t h e r p o i n t r e q u i r e s t r e a t m e n t i n t h i s 
c o n t e x t : A t h a n a s i u s o f t e n a s s e r t s t h a t the Logos sanct-
i f i e d h i m s e l f (43) and t h a t he bestowed the Holy S p i r i t 
upon h i m s e l f ( 4 4 ) , by which he means t h a t the d i v i n e 
Logos s a n c t i f i e d h i s assumed humanity by b e s t o w i n g upon 
i t the S p i r i t . From t h i s we cannot argue, however, t h a t 
C h r i s t ' s humanity i s t h e r e f o r e p e r s o n a l , body b e i n g the 
synonym o f h i m s e l f . For the methodology here i s suspect. 
Consider the analogous s i t u a t i o n , " I h i t my nose" and " I 
h i t m y s e l f " . I n t h i s example "nose" and "myself" are 
i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e . Yet t h e i r i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y does n o t 
i m p l y t h a t "nose" has here become a p e r s o n a l term, or a 
t e c h n i c a l term f o r the whole p e r s o n . Indeed, the 
stateme n t " I h i t my nose" means t h a t I h i t o n l y my nose, 
and no o t h e r p a r t o f my phy s i q u e . C e r t a i n l y , i t does 
n o t mean t h a t I h i t my i n n e r man. I t i s t r u e t h a t i n the 
"nose" the whole man i s i n v o l v e d , b u t not comprehended. 
I t does n o t t h e r e f o r e c l a r i f y the p i c t u r e t o say t h a t 
the whole man i s viewed "under the aspect o f " the nose. 
I n so f a r as the nose r e p r e s e n t s the whole man, t h a t i s 
t r u e . To say so w i t h o u t q u a l i f i c a t i o n , however, tends 
t o b l u r the p i c t u r e by p u t t i n g the emphasis upon u n i t a r y 
wholeness where the emphasis belongs on a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e 
p a r t o f the man. We are t h e r e f o r e d e a l i n g w i t h a p a r t 
f o r the whole, and i t s b e i n g a p a r t f o r the whole does 
n o t i m p l y t h a t the p a r t i s the whole o r has become a 
t e c h n i c a l term f o r i t . I t i s s i m p l y too much t o read 
i n t o a common f i g u r e o f speech t h e f a c t t h a t every time 
an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l term a l t e r n a t e s w i t h a p e r s o n a l 
pronoun, a h o l i s t i c , or metonomical meaning occ u r s . 
Thus i n 46.24 and 26 we cannot argue from the a l t e r n a t i o n 
of 'man' and a p e r s o n a l pronoun t o the term 'man' be i n g 
p e r s o n a l . A g a i n , i n the passages where t h i s a l t e r n a t i o n 
o c c u r s , " h i m s e l f " takes the p l a c e o f "body". Here the 
fo r m e r i s r i g h t l y u n d e r s t o o d o n l y i n r e f e r e n c e t o the 
l a t t e r f o r which i t i s a pronoun. Consequently, i t i s 
o n l y i n the l i g h t o f our r i g h t u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 'body 1, 
C h r i s t ' s assumed humanity, t h a t we can d i s c e r n whether 
" h i m s e l f " ought t o be u n d e r s t o o d as r e f e r r i n g t o a f u l l 
h umanity o f C h r i s t o r n o t . For i f 'body' i s t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d l i t e r a l l y , ' h i m s e l f does n o t do so; i f , on 
the o t h e r hand, 'body' p o i n t s beyond a l i t e r a l body t o a 
f u l l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , ' h i m s e l f , i t s pronoun, p o i n t s t o 
C h r i s t ' s f u l l humanity. I n f a c t , the second o f these 
two p o s s i b i l i t i e s seems the more l i k e l y . For w h i l e the 
Logos s a n c t i f i e s h i m s e l f i n s a n c t i f y i n g h i s humanity, h i s 
humanity i s o f t e n d e s c r i b e d as 'man'- " I g i v e t o m y s e l f , 
when become man, the S p i r i t ; and I s a n c t i f y m y s e l f , h a v i n 
become man i n him" ( 4 5 ) - 'man' b e i n g a term which 
q u a l i f i e s ' m y s e l f , and p o i n t s t o t h e f u l l n e s s o f C h r i s t ' 
pe r s on a l human i t y . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t A t h a n a s i u s does n o t mention 
the human s o u l o f C h r i s t e x p l i c i t l y because t h a t was n o t 
o f p r i m a r y concern f o r the A r i a n s , and t h e r e f o r e f o r an 
a n t i - A r i a n p o l e m i c a l work, and gi v e n t h a t A thanasius 
excludes the d e n i a l o f a human s o u l o f C h r i s t by the 
Nicene a s s e r t i o n t h a t the Logos became f l e s h by becoming 
man, i t seems t h a t A thanasius c o n t i n u e s i n C.Ar. 1. t o 
a s s e r t i n h i s q u i e t manner t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity was 
whole. 
I t b u t remains f o r us t o c o n s i d e r the m a t t e r o f 
C h r i s t ' s human w i l l . S e v e r a l s c h o l a r s have r e c e n t l y 
a s s e r t e d t h a t C h r i s t ' s human w i l l i s n o t t r e a t e d i n 
A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g y . R.V. S e l l e r s , f o r example, a s s e r t s 
t h a t w h i l e the i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r o f C h r i s t ' s humanity 
i s i m p l i c i t i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 t e a c h i n g , A t h a n a s i u s does 
p o r t r a y the Logos as so i n t e r v e n i n g i n the human l i f e o f 
C h r i s t t h a t " i t i s robbed o f the i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r 
which must be l o n g t o i t i f i t i s t o be t r u l y human". ( 4 6 ) . 
P r e s t i g e meanwhile m a i n t a i n s t h a t Athanasius r e t a i n e d 
l i t t l e i n t e r e s t i n C h r i s t as a d i s t i n c t i v e human b e i n g ; 
he f e l t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s d i s r e g a r d e d the importance o f 
C h r i s t ' s human consciousness, b e i n g t h o r o u g h l y p r e -
o c c u p i e d w i t h the thought o f God i n C h r i s t r e c o n c i l i n g 
the w o r l d to h i m s e l f ( 4 7 ) . 
I n r e p l y t o these p o s i t i o n s we s h o u l d make the 
f o l l o w i n g o b s e r v a t i o n s . 
To search f o r an independent human w i l l i n C h r i s t , 
t o seek t h a t i s f o r a double consciousness o r a double 
w i l l i n Jesus, the one human and beset w i t h l i m i t a t i o n s , 
the o t h e r i n f i n i t e and d i v i n e , i s t o proceed, a t l e a s t 
t o some e x t e n t , from a p a r t i c u l a r dogmatic stance which 
i s n o t e n t i r e l y A t h a n a s i a n . For such a search would 
stem from c e r t a i n a p r i o r i t e n d e n c i e s , which r e a l l y o n l y 
come to t h e i r f u l l n e s s i n the d i a l o g u e o f m o n o t h e l i t i s m 
and d y o t h y l i t i s m i n the seventh c e n t u r y . I n a sense 
t h e r e f o r e t h i s search i s the imposing upon Athanasian 
m a t e r i a l o f a dogmatic s c h e m a t i s a t i o n o f a l a t e r o r i g i n . 
A g ain, C.Ar.1. i s concerned w i t h r e j e c t i n g the A r i a n 
view t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos was o f a mutable n a t u r e , t h a t 
he has f r e e w i l l and t h a t he was n o t l i k e a s t o n e , 
r e m a i n i n g by h i m s e l f unmoveable. T h i s view arose from 
t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r t h e o l o g y : God t h e Son was seen as a 
c r e a t u r e , c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g . This Athanasius c o u n t e r e d 
by p o i n t i n g out t h a t the d i v i n e Logos was he who was equal 
t o God; he was he who was one w i t h the Father; he was 
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p e c u l i a r to the Father's essence. Consequently he was 
p e r f e c t , immutable and unchangeable. For he was n o t a t 
a l l o r i g i n a t e , the n a t u r e o f which was open to change. 
Rather he was o f the immutable n a t u r e o f the F a t h e r , 
b e g o t t e n o f the Father o f whose immutable essence i t 
was n o t r i g h t t h a t a mutable Logos nor a changing 
wisdom sh o u l d be b o r n . Moreover, b e i n g the e t e r n a l 
Logos and t r u e Son o f God, v e r y Wisdom and the T r u t h , he 
c o u l d n o t a l t e r o r change, b u t had t o s t a y i n one and 
the same c o n d i t i o n . I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e 
q u e s t i o n o f an independent human w i l l o f C h r i s t was n o t 
r e a l l y r a i s e d i n A t h a n a s i u s ' c o n t r o v e r s y w i t h the A r i a n s , 
and was t h e r e f o r e n o t t r e a t e d as a p a r t i c u l a r q u e s t i o n 
i n the C.Ar. 1., f o r w h i c h the d i v i n e Logos' i m m u t a b i l i t y 
was one o f the c e n t r a l i s s u e s . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t the problem o f C h r i s t ' s human 
w i l l was n o t r e a l l y t r e a t e d f u l l y u n t i l the seventh 
c e n t u r y , and t h a t the C.Ar.1. i s e s s e n t i a l l y concerned 
w i t h c o u n t e r i n g the A r i a n p r o p o s i t i o n s t h a t the v e r y 
n a t u r e o f the Logos of God was mutable, i t s h o u l d n o t 
s u r p r i s e us g r e a t l y i f Athanasius does n o t g i v e much 
thought t o t h i s q u e s t i o n r a i s e d by S e l l e r s and P r e s t i g e . 
I t i s moreover t o be noted t h a t the q u e s t i o n o f 
the human w i l l o f C h r i s t as r a i s e d by S e l l e r s and P r e s t i g e 
i s n o t r e a l l y conceived i n Athanasian terms. S e l l e r s i s 
l o o k i n g f o r the " i n d i v i d u a l c h a r a c t e r " o f C h r i s t , w h i l e 
P r e s t i g e i s s e a r c h i n g f o r a d i s t i n c t i v e human b e i n g . 
They t h e r e f o r e seem t o be se e k i n g t o break the m a r v e l l o u s 
u n i t y o f i m p r e s s i o n c r e a t e d by C h r i s t ' s person, by a d m i t t i n g 
two separate persons I n the C h r i s t , and thus making nonsense 
o f the Logos' t r u l y becoming man. A g a i n , S e l l e r s was 
seeking f o r t h a t i n d i v i d u a l i t y which was necessary i f 
C h r i s t was t r u l y human. Yet, f o r A t h a n a s i u s humanity was 
n o t t o t a l l y i n d i v i d u a l , except i n i t s i n a l i e n a b l e response 
to God's s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n . Indeed, even aq t e x o u s i o s man 
was p r o p e r l y s u b j e c t t o God's w i l l o r commands. For by 
e x e r c i s i n g h i s w i l l t o remain o b e d i e n t t o God's w i l l , man 
remained t r u l y human, thus l i v i n g the l i f e God t r u l y 
designed f o r him; by e x e r c i s i n g h i s own w i l l a g a i n s t God, 
man t u r n e d i p s o f a c t o from God t o i d o l a t r y , and thus l o s t 
h i s humanity, which was dependent upon h i s r e l a t i o n i n 
grace t o God. Humanity f o r Athanasius was t h e r e f o r e n o t 
t h a t w h i c h was marked by i n d i v i d u a l i t y , b u t by dependence 
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upon God. S e l l e r s a l s o o b j e c t s t h a t the Logos so i n t e r -
vened i n the human l i f e o f Jesus t h a t t h e r e was an ex-
c l u s i o n o f a human w i l l . T h i s , as we s h a l l see, i s n o t so. 
The human w i l l was a d m i t t e d , b u t i t was taken up by the 
d i v i n e Logos. For o n l y thus was i t s s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d . 
I t seems, i n f a c t , t h a t any a t t e m p t t o f i n d i n 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 C h r i s t an independent human w i l l which i s 
capable o f opposing the d i v i n e w i l l i s l i k e l y t o f a i l . 
For the d i v i n e Logos d i d not e n t e r i n t o man, as he d i d 
the Old Testament p r o p h e t s , i n whose case t h e r e was the 
p o s s i b i l i t y o f a d i v i n e w i l l and a human w i l l , and t h e r e -
f o r e the p o s s i b i l i t y o f human obedience o r diso b e d i e n c e 
to the d i v i n e w i l l . Rather, i n C h r i s t ' s case, the d i v i n e 
w i l l became the human w i l l i n the d i v i n e Logos' becoming 
the man Jesus. A g a i n , even as the Logos as God gave grace, 
the Holy S p i r i t and power, so the Logos as man r e c e i v e d 
the same, i n o r d e r to ensure man's s a l v a t i o n . For i n the 
Logos r e c e i v i n g as man, man r e c e i v e s o f him, as man i s i n 
C h r i s t . S i m i l a r l y , the Logos as God r e v e a l s the w i l l o f 
the F a t h e r , w h i l e the Logos as man r e c e i v e s t h i s w i l l , 
and i n r e c e i v i n g i t , was ob e d i e n t t o i t . For t o be 
d i s o b e d i e n t , t o e x e r c i s e h i s own independent f r e e w i l l , 
w ould have p r e v e n t e d him from r e c e i v i n g the r e v e l a t i o n o f 
the w i l l o f the Father through the Logos as God. Yet i t 
i s i n c o n c e i v a b l e t h a t the Logos as man was not the 
r e c i p i e n t o f t h i s r e v e l a t i o n . For him n o t t o be the 
r e c i p i e n t o f God's w i l l would be t o break the i n t i m a t e 
u n i t y o f the God-man, and so d e s t r o y the s e c u r i t y o f 
man's s a l v a t i o n i n C h r i s t from the t e m p t a t i o n t o s i n , t o 
obedience t o God. Indeed, t o e x e r c i s e a w i l l i n d e p e n d e n t l y 
of the d i v i n e w i l l was not p r o p e r t o C h r i s t . For he was 
s i n l e s s , and n e c e s s a r i l y remained so, f o r to s i n meant t o 
t u r n away from God. For C h r i s t , however, t h i s would have 
meant the d i s u n i t i n g o f the Logos become man, o r the 
t u r n i n g away from the d i v i n e Logos by the man Jesus who 
e x i s t e d o n l y i n and t h r o u g h the w i l l o f the d i v i n e Logos. 
Sin t h e r e f o r e would have c o n s t i t u t e d the end o f the s a v i n g 
i n c a r n a t i o n . Meanwhile, the human s o u l o f C h r i s t , l i k e 
man's, was n o t a s e l f - e x i s t e n t e n t i t y , b u t depended upon 
the Logos f o r i t s e x i s t e n c e , s i n c e i t l i v e d and moved 
and had I t s b e i n g i n the Logos a l o n e . I t c o u l d not 
t h e r e f o r e have an independent w i l l . I f i t had a s s e r t e d 
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i t s e l f a g a i n s t the Logos, and thus shown i t s independence, 
i t would have t u r n e d from him i n whom i t e x i s t e d , and 
hence have l o s t i t s e x i s t e n c e , and t h e r e f o r e i t s a b i l i t y 
t o command or express i t s own s e l f . A g a i n , s i n f o r 
Athanasius i s a f a i l u r e t o be r e c e p t i v e ; i t i s r e b e l l i o n 
and the s e l f i s h a c t i v i t y o f the ego. S i n l e s s n e s s , on 
the o t h e r hand, i s the r e c e p t i o n o f gr a c e , and n o t 
d e l i b e r a t e l y d o i n g good, an a c t i v i t y which can so e a s i l y 
degenerate i n t o a P h a r i s a i c b o a s t . R e c e p t i v i t y i s 
t h e r e f o r e man's p r o p e r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c . I n b e i n g s i n l e s s 
t h e r e f o r e C h r i s t was alone t r u l y r e c e p t i v e o f grace; he 
as man was u n i q u e l y r e s p o n s i v e t o the u l t i m a t e ground o f 
h i s b e i n g , t o the Logos as God, and as such was t r u l y 
human. For i n the f l e s h , the Logos assumed a l l weak-
nesses a p a r t from s i n , namely the r e f u s a l t o respond to 
God's w i l l . Thus the p o s s i b i l i t y o f s e e i n g i n C h r i s t an 
independent human w i l l , and opposing s u b j e c t , i s not 
t h e r e . F u r t h e r , the Logos i n c a r n a t e would n o t have 
remained immutably l i k e the Immutable n o r f u l l y i n the 
Father i f he had become mutable and changeable when made 
man; he would n o t have been p e r f e c t , b e i n g open to change 
and development; n o r would the r e v e l a t i o n o f the immutable 
Father have been secure i f C h r i s t had been open t o an 
independent human w i l l . For u n l e s s the Logos had remained 
immutable even when i n c a r n a t e , he who had seen the Son 
would n o t have n e c e s s a r i l y seen the F a t h e r , n o r he who 
had known the Son have known the Fa t h e r . L a s t l y , the 
d i v i n e Logos, as we have seen, underwent no a l t e r a t i o n 
whatsoever i n becoming man. Thus b e i n g h o l y and r i g h t e o u s 
by n a t u r e and not b e i n g a l t e r e d on account o f the f l e s h , 
the Logos i n c a r n a t e n a t u r a l l y l o v e d r i g h t e o u s n e s s and 
hated i n i q u i t y ; i n o t h e r words, he c o u l d n o t have e x e r c i s e d 
an independent human w i l l . 
There seems t h e r e f o r e t o be no p o s s i b i l i t y o f t h e r e 
b e i n g a human w i l l i n C h r i s t capable of opposing the Logos. 
Any such o p p o s i t i o n would cause the i n c a r n a t e Logos t o 
cease to e x i s t , w i t h the "becoming man" o f the Logos 
b e i n g b r o u g h t t o an end. 
That does not mean t h a t A t hanasius d i s r e g a r d e d 
C h r i s t ' s human consciousness, as P r e s t i g e suggests. On 
the c o n t r a r y , A thanasius r e c o g n i s e d t h a t the f l e s h assumed 
by the d i v i n e and immutable Logos was c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g . 
Being o r i g i n a t e , i t had an a l t e r a b l e n a t u r e ; i t was 
mutable and changing i n i t s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . Yet 
A t h a n a s i u s a l s o r e c o g n i s e d t h a t a n y t h i n g which was 
mutable by n a t u r e c o u l d n o t secure man's s a l v a t i o n . For 
as such, i t was open t o a l t e r a t i o n , and c o n s e q u e n t l y , 
s i n t h r o u g h t e m p t a t i o n . For even Adam a l t e r e d , became 
open to s i n , and t h r o u g h s i n , i n t r o d u c e d the whole w o r l d 
to d eath. Rather, to ensure man's s a l v a t i o n from s i n , 
t h e r e was need o f one whose innocence from such c o u l d 
be guaranteed, and who might p r o v i d e f o r men the 
i m m u t a b i l i t y o f the r i g h t e o u s n e s s o f the Logos as an 
image and type f o r v i r t u e . I t was p r o p e r t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t the Second Adam, the i n c a r n a t e Logos, might be 
immutable, t h a t i n the D e v i l ' s a s s a u l t s a g a i n s t him 
b e i n g p o w e r l e s s , the D e v i l ' s a t t a c k s a g a i n s t a l l men who 
were i n him might a l s o be t o no a v a i l . Consequently, 
the d i v i n e Logos, who was immutable by n a t u r e , assumed 
mutable f l e s h . He was n o t , however, a l t e r e d i n h i s 
i m m u t a b i l i t y t h u s . Rather, i t was i n t h i s mutable f l e s h 
b e i n g assumed by the immutable Logos t h a t he condemned 
s i n . Through h i s power the Logos rendered the assumed 
f l e s h immutable i n the face o f t e m p t a t i o n ; t h r o u g h the 
same power he rendered a l l men immutable b e f o r e the 
a s s a u l t s o f the D e v i l . Most i n t e r e s t i n g i n t h i s c o n t e x t 
i s the f a c t t h a t the A l e x a n d r i a n c o n s i d e r s t h a t by em-
powering the assumed mutable f l e s h , an empowering which 
v i r t u a l l y amounts t o a r e n d e r i n g the f l e s h immutable i n 
the f a c e o f t e m p t a t i o n , the Logos rendered the same 
f l e s h f r e e , t h a t h e n c e f o r t h i t m i g h t f u l f i l the r i g h t -
eousness of the Law i n i t s e l f . This freedom i s n o t 
t h e r e f o r e an a b s t r a c t and p h i l o s o p h i c a l freedom. I t i s 
a freedom from s i n to r i g h t e o u s n e s s , f o r which f l e s h was 
c r e a t e d ; t h i s freedom i s a freedom t o r i g h t e o u s n e s s , and 
a freedom e f f e c t e d , n o t t h r o u g h i t s own i n n a t e power, but 
t h r o u g h the power bestowed upon i t from w i t h o u t , from the 
d i v i n e l y immutable Logos. Both C h r i s t ' s and men's t r u e 
freedom t h e r e f o r e i s a q u a l i f i e d freedom; i t i s t h a t 
ensured by the g r a c i o u s power o f the d i v i n e Logos;, i t i s 
freedom from s i n ; i t i s freedom to e f f e c t God's r i g h t e o u s 
ness. Thus even as man's t r u e freedom i s seen i n h i s 
obedience t o the r i g h t e o u s w i l l o f God, so C h r i s t ' s t r u e 
freedom i s seen i n h i s r i g h t f u l l o v e of r i g h t e o u s n e s s and 
h a t r e d o f e v i l . 
That A t h a n a s i u s a l l o w s f o r a human consciousness 
w h i c h i s m a n i f e s t i n h i s o b e d i e n t l i f e o f r i g h t e o u s n e s s 
i s c l e a r . One must t h e n , however, ask whether t h i s 
c o n c e p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s human w i l l by Athanasius r u l e s out 
C h r i s t ' s s u f f e r i n g t e m p t a t i o n even as men s u f f e r i t . To 
answer t h i s we must note how Athanasius u n d e r s t o o d man's 
f a l l i n g i n t o s i n . C e r t a i n l y the cause o f t e m p t a t i o n 
does n o t l i e i n t h a t by which men are tempted. For a l l 
such are good, b e i n g c r e a t e d by a God who i s i n c a p a b l e 
o f c r e a t i n g e v i l . Rather, t e m p t a t i o n stems from man's 
a t t i t u d e t o these o b j e c t s . Thus an o b j e c t i n i t s e l f i s 
good; b u t when man views i t i n a s e l f i s h manner, the same 
o b j e c t becomes the source of t e m p t a t i o n t o covetousness. 
S i m i l a r l y , a woman i n h e r s e l f i s good, b u t when viewed 
i n a p u r e l y s e xual manner, becomes the means o f t e m p t a t i o n 
t o l u s t . I n s h o r t , t h e r e f o r e , i n p l a c e o f v i e w i n g o b j e c t s 
t h r o u g h the d i v i n e p e r s p e c t i v e , man began to view them 
i n the c r e a t u r e l y . I n p l a c e o f r e s p e c t i n g c r e a t u r e l i n e s s 
as the c r e a t i o n o f the d i v i n e C r e a t o r , man began t o w o r s h i p 
c r e a t i o n . Thus arose t e m p t a t i o n and s i n . C h r i s t was 
f a c e d w i t h the same o b j e c t s , which i n themselves were 
good, b u t which had t h r o u g h men's a t t i t u d e s become the 
source o f t h e i r t e m p t a t i o n . Yet because o f the Logos' 
t r u l y becoming man w h i l e y e t t r u l y r e m a i n i n g the r i g h t e o u s 
Logos o f God, the C h r i s t never took an u n r i g h t e o u s 
a t t i t u d e t o these s u b j e c t . Thus w h i l e the assumed 
f l e s h o f the Logos was p o t e n t i a l l y open t o t e m p t a t i o n i n 
i t s b e i n g mutable by n a t u r e , i t was saved from any such 
t e m p t a t i o n to s i n th r o u g h the immutable a t t i t u d e o f r i g h t -
eousness o f the God-man towards God's c r e a t i o n . I t was 
t h e r e f o r e i n t h i s r i g h t e o u s r e l a t i o n of the C h r i s t t o 
c r e a t i o n t h a t the Logos i n c a r n a t e d e f e a t e d the D e v i l f o r 
a l l men. C h r i s t t h e r e f o r e met a l l p o t e n t i a l t e m p t a t i o n s 
t o s i n , and y e t made them n u l l and v o i d as a r e s u l t o f 
h i s n a t u r e . Thus was man's s a l v a t i o n t r u l y and e f f e c t i v e l y 
a c h i e v e d i n C h r i s t . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t Athanasius r e c o g n i s e s 
C h r i s t ' s human consciousness. I t i s , however, n o t the 
independent w i l l l o o k e d f o r by such s c h o l a r s as S e l l e r s 
and P r e s t i g e . I t i s the dependent w i l l , which i s t r u l y 
human, even as humanity i s t r u l y human i n God. I t i s 
t r u l y f r e e o n l y when i t i s f r e e d from s l a v e r y t o s i n i n 
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o r d e r t o serve the l i v i n g God; f o r i n C h r i s t above a l l , 
the o b j e c t o f the a s c e t i c l i f e , the subduing o f one's 
own w i l l and the a l l o w i n g o f the Logos t o take over the 
s e l f , the submerging o f the human s u b j e c t as the r e c e p t i v e 
i n s t r u m e n t o f the d i v i n e Logos, i s t r u l y e f f e c t e d . 
A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t o l o g y as p o r t r a y e d i n C.Ar•1. i s n o t 
t h e r e f o r e b a s i c a l l y d o c e t i c ; r a t h e r i t r e s t s upon the 
r e c e p t i v i t y o f man, the q u a l i t y which i s the h a l l m a r k o f 
humanity. For C h r i s t i n h i s human n a t u r e was t r u l y 
r e c e p t i v e o f grace al o n e ; he alone was e n t i r e l y s i n l e s s , 
b e i n g e n t i r e l y r e c e p t i v e o f and o b e d i e n t t o God's w i l l , 
and i n t h i s uniqueness C h r i s t was more t r u l y human than 
any o t h e r man. 
The b u l k o f the C.Ar. 1 i s concerned w i t h c o u n t e r i n g 
the h e t e r o d o x i c a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f s e v e r a l b i b l i c a l 
t e x t s which were taken by the A r i a n s as s u g g e s t i n g t h a t 
the Logos was not e t e r n a l l y t r u e God, b u t was a c r e a t u r e 
t h a t was adopted as d i v i n e as a r e s u l t o f i t s v i r t u o u s 
l i f e . The C.Ar. 1 i s t h e r e f o r e m a i n l y a t h e o l o g i c a l 
work. Yet i t does ca s t some l i g h t upon A t h a n a s i u s ' 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f C h r i s t ' s humanity. I t i s t h a t which 
the e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e Logos o f the Fat h e r assumed i n o r d e r 
to guarantee i n i t man's s a l v a t i o n . For by becoming man, 
C h r i s t e f f e c t e d the r e - u n i o n o f the C r e a t o r and the 
c r e a t u r e , God and man. 
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CHAPTER 3. 
CONTRA ARIANOS I I 
L i k e the C.Ar.1., A t h a n a s i u s ' C.Ar.2• i s concerned 
w i t h c o u n t e r i n g the A r i a n d o c t r i n e t h a t the Son o f God 
was a c r e a t u r e . Working from the t e x t s Heb.3.1-2, 
" c o n s i d e r Jesus, t h e h i g h p r i e s t o f our c o n f e s s i o n , who was 
f a i t h f u l t o him who made him", Acts 2.36', 'God has made him 
b o t h Lord and C h r i s t , t h i s Jesus whom you c r u c i f i e d " a n d 
Prov. 8.22,"the Lord c r e a t e d me the b e g i n n i n g o f h i s 
ways',' a l l of which the A r i a n s used t o s u p p o r t t h e i r case, 
Ath a n a s i u s aimed t o demonstrate t h a t these verses 
r e f e r r e d n o t to the e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e o f t h e d i v i n e Logos, 
b u t t o the assumption i n time o f a human n a t u r e by the 
Son o f God, i n o r d e r t o e f f e c t i n i t man's s a l v a t i o n . 
T his a n t i - A r i a n work i s t h e r e f o r e e s s e n t i a l l y concerned 
w i t h the s a f e g u a r d i n g o f the i n c r e a t e and e t e r n a l b e i n g 
o f the Logos, the Son o f God, from the h e t e r o d o x i c a l 
a s s e r t i o n s o f the A r i a n s . I t i s c o n s e q u e n t l y n o t 
p r i m a r i l y an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l work. C e r t a i n l y i t i s n o t a 
work which p r i m a r i l y s e t s out t o t r e a t the "how" o f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n , a q u e s t i o n which f o r A t h a n a s i u s i s i n t e g r a l l y 
bound up i n t h e mystery o f God's becoming man. Even, 
however, where the work does t r e a t C h r i s t ' s humanity, i t 
does so o n l y i n so f a r as i t i s necessary t h e r e b y t o 
p r o t e c t the i m m u t a b i l i t y and i m p a s s i b i l i t y o f the d i v i n e 
Logos. 
We must t h e r e f o r e approach our s t u d y o f C h r i s t ' s 
humanity as p o r t r a y e d i n C.Ar.2 w i t h the same c a u t i o n as 
t h a t shown i n our s t u d y of C.Ar.1. C e r t a i n l y we cannot 
r i g h t l y expect t o l i f t a f u l l y - f l e d g e d a n t h r o p o l o g y 
f r o m t h i s work, such as w i l l answer our every q u e s t i o n . 
Nor, however, can we s a f e l y conclude t h a t the absence 
o f any p a r t o f an a n t h r o p o l o g y , which we now f e e l t o be 
v i t a l t o a s a t i s f a c t o r y C h r i s t o l o g y , n e c e s s a r i l y means 
t h a t A thanasius d i d n o t c o n s i d e r , o r even d e n i e d , i t s 
e x i s t e n c e . For any argument from s i l e n c e i s dangerous, 
and i s even more so when t h e source o f one's s t u d y i s 
n o t p r i m a r i l y concerned w i t h the s u b j e c t upon which the 
work i s s i l e n t . 
As e v e r , A t h a n a s i u s ' s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r h i s t r e a t -
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merit o f the I n c a r n a t i o n i s the d i v i n e Logos. A g a i n s t 
e v e r y a s s e r t i o n o f the A r i a n s , and i n l i n e w i t h t r u e 
o r t h o d o x y , the A l e x a n d r i a n a s s e r t e d t h a t i t was the 
e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e Son o f God who became i n c a r n a t e . I t 
was t h e r e f o r e the v e r y Logos o f God, who i s from the 
F a t h e r , the Logos, who by n a t u r e i s Lord o r the Wisdom 
o f God,who e n t e r e d i n t o the temp o r a l and c o n t i n g e n t 
w o r l d t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n . 
I n C.Ar.2 Atha n a s i u s again uses a l l t he r i c h n e s s 
and v a r i e t y o f the d e s c r i p t i o n o f the I n c a r n a t i o n 
a v a i l a b l e t o him from b o t h S c r i p t u r e and T r a d i t i o n . To 
these we now t u r n our a t t e n t i o n . As i n o u r t r e a t m e n t 
o f A t h a n a s i u s ' i n c a r n a t i o n a l p h r a s e o l o g y i n C.Ar.1., 
so here we s h a l l d i v i d e these d e s c r i p t i o n s i n t o groups. 
Yet we must emphasise again t h a t w h i l e we are g o i n g t o 
group these phrases i n t h i s m a t t e r , we are d o i n g so merely 
f o r ease o f p r e s e n t a t i o n . C e r t a i n l y we are n o t i n t e n d i n g 
t o f o r c e A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t i n any way; n o r do we mean 
t o i m p l y t h a t t h e r e i s i n A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t any p a r t -
i c u l a r l y s t r i c t schematisation.. Indeed, the v a r i o u s 
phrases of each group q u a l i f y the meaning and sense o f 
those o f o t h e r groups. 
The f i r s t group o f Athanasian d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the 
I n c a r n a t i o n i s s m a l l . I t covers those g e n e r a l phrases: 
the i n c a r n a t i o n o f the Son o f the F a t h e r , n a t u r a l l y 
r e f e r r e d t o as he e n a n t h r o p e s i s ( 1 ) , i s a l s o d e s c r i b e d 
a s he epidemia ( 2 ) , a term w h i c h , w i t h i t s c o n n o t a t i o n 
o f s o j o u r n i n g , i m p l i e s t h a t the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t become 
man as a consequence o f h i s n a t u r e , and as the Logos' 
coming t o man ( 3 ) , a d e s c r i p t i o n t he m i s s i o n a r y emphasis 
o f which comes out v e r y c l e a r l y i n 55.22-23,"the Saviour 
came b o t h t o r a i s e men up, and t o d e s t r o y the works o f 
the d e v i l ' , and 55.2-5, " f o r our s a l v a t i o n , t o a b o l i s h 
d e a t h , to condemn s i n , t o g i v e s i g h t t o the b l i n d , and 
t o r a i s e a l l from the dead, has he come". The Logos' 
human economy ( 4 ) i s a n o t h e r form o f the g e n e r a l des-
c r i p t i o n o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , which b r i n g s out the s a v i n g 
element o f t h i s C h r i s t - e v e n t i n c r e a t u r e l y f l e s h . F i n a l l y , 
i n t h i s f i r s t group o f i n c a r n a t i o n a l d e s c r i p t i o n s t h e r e 
i s t h a t whereby the I n c a r n a t i o n i s spoken o f as he ensarkos 
p a r o u s i a ( 5 ) , the m i r a c u l o u s and m y s t e r i o u s r e c o n c i l i n g 
presence o f God i n t h e w o r l d . 
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The second group o f phrases used t o d e s c r i b e the 
i n c a r n a t i o n covers those w h i c h speak o f the d i v i n e 
Logos' becoming something i n h i m s e l f . The most common 
d e s c r i p t i o n o f the i n c a r n a t i o n occurs i n t h i s group. 
About f o r t y o ccurrences o f the clause 1 the Logos became 
man' ( 6 ) , w i t h i t s s o t e r i o l o g i c a l q u a l i f i c a t i o n , are met 
i n C.Ar. 2. There are a l s o two occurrences o f 'the Logos 
became the son of man' ( 7 ) . Meanwhile, the Johannine 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a 'the Logos became f l e s h ' occurs 
some f i f t e e n times ( 8 ) . 
C e n t r a l t o the Logos' becoming i n c a r n a t e i s h i s 
becoming man. For i n the Logos' becoming man t h e r e i s 
t h e atonement o f the e t e r n a l Person o f the d i v i n e Logos 
and o f the f i n i t e person o f man, o f which the term anthropos 
i s the h a l l - m a r k . For t h i s atonement means the renewal 
o f man's p e r s o n a l i t y which i s p e r s o n a l o n l y i n i t s 
g r a c i o u s r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the Logos. 
Th i s atonement i s n o t , however, s o l e l y one o f 
persons. For i t i n v o l v e s a c t i v i t y i n the e s s e n t i a l 
r e a l m , as the phrase he somatike genesis (9) suggests. 
We say " i n the e s s e n t i a l r e a l m " because At h a n a s i u s d i d 
n o t r e c o g n i s e a s u b s t a n t i a l a l t e r a t i o n i n the d i v i n e 
Logos* n a t u r e i n the i n c a r n a t i o n , as we s h a l l see. 
Indeed, t h i s s t a r t l i n g phrase, f o r s t a r t l i n g i t i s , 
g i v e n t h a t A t h a n a s i u s never t h i n k s o f the Logos becoming 
a body, p o i n t s t o t h e Logos' i n c a r n a t i o n b e i n g h i s 
immediate e n t r y i n t o the o r i g i n a t e w o r l d , c r e a t e d by 
h i m s e l f from n o t h i n g . 
That the d i v i n e Logos' becoming man d i d n o t con-
s t i t u t e e i t h e r h i s then coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e , o r h i s 
then u n d e r g o i n g a change i n r e s p e c t o f h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e , 
i s s t r e s s e d i n C.Ar. 2. 
That t he i n c a r n a t i o n d i d not c o n s t i t u t e t h e b e g i n -
n i n g o f the Logos' b e i n g i s c l e a r from the f a c t t h a t the 
f o r m i n g which the Logos underwent f o r man's s a l v a t i o n , 
a c c o r d i n g t o Prov.8.22, s i g n i f i e d n o t the b e g i n n i n g o f 
h i s b e i n g , b u t the i n c a r n a t i o n ( 1 0 ) . That the i n c a r n a t i o n 
d i d n o t mean the coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e o f the Logos i s 
then worked o u t i n s e v e r a l a r e a s , a l l o f which c o n f i r m 
the above s t a t e m e n t . The Logos i s the C r e a t o r God. He 
t h e r e f o r e n e c e s s a r i l y p r e - e x i s t s a l l t h a t w h i c h comes 
i n t o b e i n g t h r o u g h him, and o f which h i s assumed, 
136 
c r e a t u r e l y ' b o d y ' i s an e s s e n t i a l p a r t . Again, a l t h o u g h 
f l e s h i s necessary f o r man's e x i s t e n c e i n t h a t he cannot 
e x i s t i n a b s t r a c t o , the Logos d i d n o t assume f l e s h i n 
o r d e r t o e x i s t b u t i n o r d e r t o s a n c t i f y the f l e s h ( 1 1 ) . 
I t f o l l o w s t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos was not 
dependent upon the assumption o f f l e s h f o r t h e b e g i n n i n g 
o f e x i s t e n c e . Rather, even as God, when he becomes a 
God and a defence to those t o whom he has promised t o be 
a God, does not then become God more than b e f o r e , n o r 
then begins t o become God, but what he ever i s , t h a t he 
then w i l l i n g l y becomes t o those i n need, so C h r i s t , a l s o 
b e i n g by n a t u r e Lord and e t e r n a l King,"does n o t become 
Lord more than he was when he i s sent f o r t h , n o r then 
begins t o be b o t h Lord and K i n g ; b u t what he i s eve r , 
t h a t he then i s made a c c o r d i n g t o the f l e s h " ( 1 2 ) . For 
th e i n c a r n a t i o n d i d not c o n s t i t u t e a b e g i n n i n g o f b e i n g 
o f the Logos, b u t the b e g i n n i n g o f the r e v e l a t i o n o f h i s 
L o r d s h i p , and i t s e x t e n s i o n even over the d i s o b e d i e n t ( 1 3 ) . 
T h i s same p o i n t i s again made i n a r a t h e r i n t e r e s t i n g 
comparison o f the Logos' becoming man w i t h Aaron's becoming 
h i g h p r i e s t . For w o r k i n g upon the b a s i s t h a t the Old 
Testament i s a foreshadowing o f the New Testament, 
Atha n a s i u s argues from the l i f e o f Aaron to t h a t o f C h r i s t . 
Aaron d i d n o t come i n t o b e i n g when he became h i g h p r i e s t . 
Rather, b e i n g man, and r e m a i n i n g the same, he p u t on h i s 
h i g h p r i e s t l y robes and too k up h i s o f f i c e ( 1 4 ) . Thus 
the "became" o f "became h i g h p r i e s t " r e f e r r e d n o t to h i s 
e x i s t e n c e , b u t t o h i s m i n i s t r y . I n t h e same manner,the 
Logos d i d n o t come i n t o b e i n g when he became h i g h p r i e s t 
f o r men. "For he d i d n o t become o t h e r than h i m s e l f on 
t a k i n g f l e s h , b u t was the same."(15). For the "became" 
and "was made" o f the Logos' becoming and b e i n g made 
h i g h p r i e s t r e f e r n o t to h i s essence, b u t t o h i s m i n i s t r y 
as h i g h p r i e s t , b rought about by h i s p u t t i n g on soma t o 
geneton k a i p o i e t o n which he c o u l d o f f e r f o r us ( 1 6 ) . I t i s 
c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t the i n c a r n a t i o n d i d n o t c o n s t i t u t e 
the coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e o f the Logos, b u t o n l y the 
b e g i n n i n g o f h i s redeeming m i n i s t r y wherein he r e v e a l e d 
h i m s e l f as Lord and S a v i o u r t o men. 
Nor d i d the i n c a r n a t i o n c o n s t i t u t e a change i n the 
b e i n g o f the d i v i n e Logos. "For b e i n g the Son o f the t r u e 
God, he remained immutable and u n a l t e r e d i n h i s human 
economy " ( 1 7 ) ; " t h e Son i s f a i t h f u l , b e i n g ever the same 
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and unchanging, d e c e i v i n g n e i t h e r i n h i s essence nor i n 
h i s p r o m i s e " ( 1 8 ) . 8.30 meanwhile reads 'he d i d not 
become o t h e r than h i m s e l f on t a k i n g f l e s h , b u t was the 
same as b e f o r e ' . Nor i s t h i s m erely a nominal d o c t r i n e 
mentioned where A t h a n a s i u s ' a t t e n t i o n i s drawn t o i t s 
n e c e s s i t y . Rather, i t u n d e r g i r d s A t h a n a s i u s ' i n c a r -
n a t i o n a l t h e o l o g y a t s e v e r a l p o i n t s : even as the com-
p a r i s o n o f the Logos' becoming man's h i g h p r i e s t w i t h 
Aaron's becoming I s r a e l ' s shows t h a t the coming i n t o 
b e i n g o f n e i t h e r was i m p l i e d i n t h e i r e l e c t i o n t o t h e i r 
r e s p e c t i v e p r i e s t h o o d s , so i t a l s o r e v e a l s t h a t t h e i r 
e l e c t i o n d i d n o t mean t h e i r a l t e r a t i o n i n n a t u r e . For 
even as Aaron was t r u l y man b e f o r e he became h i g h p r i e s t , 
and remained t r u l y man even when he took on h i s p r i e s t l y 
o f f i c e , so the d i v i n e Logos was t r u l y God b e f o r e he was 
made the h i g h p r i e s t o f mankind, and d i d not become 
o t h e r than h i m s e l f i n t a k i n g the f l e s h , b u t remained the 
same, r e m a i n i n g t r u l y God w h i l e f u l f i l l i n g h i s p r i e s t l y 
r o l e . A g a i n , t h e use o f the c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t i n such 
cl a u s e s as "being the Lord" ( 1 9 ) , w i t h i t s c o n n o t a t i o n 
o f e t e r n a l i m m u t a b i l i t y , suggests the c o n t i n u e d e x i s t e n c e 
o f the d i v i n e Logos i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . This s u g g e s t i o n 
seems c o r r o b o r a t e d by the f a c t s t h a t the Logos i n c a r n a t e 
was"not merely man, b u t God i n a body, s t i l l b e i n g the 
same L o r d " ( 2 0 ) , and t h a t even when made man, the Logos 
was the same y e s t e r d a y , today and f o r e v e r , b e i n g un-
changeable by n a t u r e ( 2 1 ) . S e v e r a l i n c a r n a t i o n a l phrases 
s i m i l a r l y p o i n t t o the d i v i n e Logos' n o t h a v i n g undergone 
an e s s e n t i a l a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . Both the 
phrase "as man" and " i n man" are a l t e r n a t i v e ways o f 
r e f e r r i n g t o the human economy o f the d i v i n e Logos i n 
such a manner as t o s t r e s s the i m p a s s i b i l i t y o f the Son 
o f God. For the Logos remains God w h i l e t r u l y a c t i n g 
"as man" o r " i n man". C e r t a i n l y t h e f i r s t o f these two 
i n c a r n a t i o n a l phrases i s n o t aimed a t s u g g e s t i n g t h a t 
the Logos i n c a r n a t e was d o c e t i c , the Logos merely 
a p p e a r i n g "as man". Nor does the second suggest 
N e s t o r i a n i s m , the Logos b e i n g merely " i n man". For b o t h 
o f these two p o s s i b l e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s are excluded by the 
e v e r - r e p e a t e d 'the Logos became man'. The use o f schema 
i n r e f e r e n c e t o C h r i s t ' s humanity^"Jesus, whan you saw i n 
the shape of a man "(2 2)-makes t h i s same p o i n t . The use o f 
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1 schema 1 n a t u r a l l y r e f l e c t s P h i l . 2 . 8 , " a n d b e i n g found 
i n human form " , a passage which i s t r e a t e d i n C.Ar.1. 
Yet the use o f 'schema' goes f u r t h e r than merely r e c a l l i n g 
P h i l . 2 . 8 . I t s use i s i n t e n d e d t o take i n t o account the 
f a c t t h a t the Son of God was not changed i n t o man i n b e i n g 
s e n t by h i s Father t o mankind, b u t t h a t he r a t h e r remained 
t r u l y h i m s e l f , w h i l e s t i l l b e i n g found i n the form o f man. 
The i n t e n t i o n i s not t o c a l l i n t o q u e s t i o n i n any way, o r 
t o water down the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s humanity, b u t t o 
draw a t t e n t i o n t o the f a c t t h a t w h i l e the Son o f God 
became man, he never became man and n o t h i n g more, nor 
even man i n d w e l t by the Holy S p i r i t and n o t h i n g more, as 
though he had ceased b e i n g t r u l y God i n h i s becoming 
i n c a r n a t e . Statements such as 47.10-12,"hearing, the 
Logos became f l e s h , we do n o t conceive the whole Logos 
h i m s e l f t o be f l e s h , b u t t o have p u t on f l e s h , and become 
man",make the same p o i n t . The Logos d i d n o t undergo 
a change i n d i v i n e n a t u r e by a l t e r i n g i n t o mere f l e s h 
i n and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , as i s c l e a r l y s t a t e d . 
Indeed, t h i s p o i n t i s s t r e s s e d f u r t h e r i n the l a t t e r p a r t 
o f t h i s c l a u s e , " t o have put on f l e s h . . . . " . For t h e r e we 
see t h a t w h i l e the d i v i n e Logos had become man, he was 
y e t d i s t i n c t i n h i s d i v i n i t y from the humanity w i t h which 
he had c l o t h e d h i m s e l f . 
The d i v i n e Logos t h e r e f o r e d i d n o t undergo e i t h e r 
a coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e , or a change o f n a t u r e i n and 
t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . This was p a r t l y because the Logos 
" i s " , w h i l e the c r e a t u r e l y , o f which the Logos assumed 
humanity, "becomes". For the Logos i n the Godhead e x i s t s 
i n h i m s e l f e t e r n a l l y , w h i l e the c r e a t u r e , which i s 
o r i g i n a t e , i s c o n t i n g e n t and t e m p o r a l , e x i s t i n g o n l y i n as 
f a r as i t p a r t i c i p a t e s i n the e n l i v e n i n g grace o f the 
d i v i n e Logos. Given such, the n o n - c o n t i n g e n t Logos 
n e c e s s a r i l y precedes the c o n t i n g e n t c r e a t i o n . Moreover, 
i n t h a t the w o r l d o f "becoming" e x i s t s o n l y i n and 
t h r o u g h t h a t o f "Being", the realm o f "Being", the d i v i n e 
r e a l m , cannot be i m p a i r e d t h r o u g h i t s c o n t a c t w i t h t h a t 
of "becoming", the o r i g i n a t e realm, w h i l e the l a t t e r can 
be improved by c o n t a c t w i t h the f o r m e r . Hence,the i n -
c a r n a t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos n e c e s s a r i l y e n t a i l s a 
s a v i n g e n t r y o f the n o n - c o n t i n g e n t Logos i n t o the c o n t i n g e n t 
w o r l d , but i n which the d i v i n e Logos cannot undergo e i t h e r 
a coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e , or a change o f n a t u r e . Indeed, 
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i f the Logos d i d undergo any change of d i v i n e n a t u r e , and 
so cease t o be the e t e r n a l l y n o n - c o n t i n g e n t c r e a t o r Logos 
of God, the p r e s e r v a t i o n and s a l v a t i o n o f the c o n t i n g e n t 
w o r l d would cease to be. That the d i v i n e Logos o f God 
underwent no such a l t e r a t i o n i s a l s o p a r t l y due to the 
p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e o f the v e r b 'to become'. For t h i s verb 
does not r e f e r t o the d i v i n e Logos. For w h i l e t h i s v e rb 
i s used o f the Logos, i t i s not spoken o f him as i f to 
i m p l y t h a t he was a c r e a t u r e o r w h o l l y o r i g i n a t e ( 2 3 ) . 
For i t was not used o f the d i v i n e Logos, o f whom the verb 
'.to be' i s p r o p e r ( 2 4 ) . Rather, b e i n g p e c u l i a r t o man, 
the verb 'to become' i s seen as s i g n i f y i n g n o t the Logos' 
essence, b u t h i s h a v i n g become man ( 2 5 ) , and h i s redeeming 
h i g h p r i e s t l y r o l e which was made p o s s i b l e by the 
assumption o f a soma t o geneton k a i p o i e t o n ( 2 6 ) . The 
Logos' becoming man t h e r e f o r e has i t s p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e 
i n the s a v i n g economy i n h i s o r i g i n a t e humanity, and n o t 
i n h i s e t e r n a l b e i n g . I t t h e r e f o r e does n o t i m p l y an 
e s s e n t i a l a l t e r a t i o n i n the Logos' d i v i n e b e i n g . 
Since the d i v i n e Logos underwent no change i n becoming 
man, b u t remained e t e r n a l l y f u l l y d i v i n e , i t f o l l o w s t h a t 
the d i v i n e Logos underwent no b e l i t t l i n g , n o r any b e t t e r i n g 
i n and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . I t i s c l e a r l y s t a t e d t h a t 
the d i v i n e Logos was n o t l i m i t e d i n and t h r o u g h the i n -
c a r n a t i o n . " For the assumption o f the f l e s h d i d n o t 
enslave the Logos, who by n a t u r e i s L o r d " ( 2 7 ) . Indeed, 
j u s t as the b e i n g o f the Logos was n o t i m p a i r e d i n h i s 
becoming man, so h i s a c t i n g was n o t h i n d e r e d . For h i s a c t 
i s i n a sense h i s b e i n g . For he a c t s i n accordance w i t h 
h i s n a t u r e , and h i s n a t u r e i s known i n h i s a c t , the one 
e x i s t i n g i n and t h r o u g h the o t h e r . T h e r e f o r e , the i n -
c a r n a t i o n meant no more and no l e s s than the r e v e l a t i o n o f 
the e t e r n a l l y immutable and omnipotent C r e a t o r Lord t h r o u g h 
the v e i l o f the assumed humanity: "though h a v i n g become 
man, he e x p e r i e n c e d no l o s s by t h a t human p a s s i o n , b u t 
r a t h e r , i n b e i n g made man, he i s m a n i f e s t e d as Lord o f the 
l i v i n g and the d e a d " ( 2 8 ) . 
S i m i l a r l y , b e i n g f u l l y God, and r e m a i n i n g such w h i l e 
t r u l y becoming man, the Logos n e c e s s a r i l y was above any 
b e t t e r i n g as a r e s u l t o f the I n c a r n a t i o n , a p o i n t g r e a t l y 
s t r e s s e d i n C.Ar•1. Hence Athanasius can t r u t h f u l l y say 
t h a t the d i v i n e Logos became man n o t on account o f h i m s e l f 
b u t f o r our s a l v a t i o n . He t h e r e f o r e became man n o t f o r 
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h i s own b e n e f i t , b u t f o r mankind's. 
D e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t the d i v i n e Logos s u f f e r e d no 
d i m i n u t i o n i n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g o r a c t t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , 
he d i d endure s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n . Most common as d e s c r i p t i o n s 
o f t h i s s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n are those which are drawn from 
P h i l . 2.7, "he emptied h i m s e l f , t a k i n g the form o f a slave", 
and which echo the same,"being the Lord, he was i n the form 
o f a s l a v e " ( 2 9 ) . This h u m i l i a t i o n was n o t , however, one 
imposed upon the Logos from w i t h o u t . For the w i l l i n g n e s s 
o f t h e Logos t o undergo t h i s h u m i l i a t i o n i s seen from the 
f a c t t h a t the Logos h i m s e l f i s the s u b j e c t , as w e l l as 
the o b j e c t o f t h i s h u m b l i n g : " t h e Logos t a k i n g upon him-
s e l f t h i s condescension and a s s i m i l a t i o n t o the works o f 
c r e a t i o n " ( 3 0 ) . 
L i k e o t h e r aspects o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , t h i s s e l f -
h u m i l i a t i o n i s seen i n i t s s o t e r i o l o g i c a l c o n t e x t . 
Indeed, the s a v i n g purpose of t h i s h u m i l i a t i o n i s made 
c l e a r i n such clauses as,"the Logos' condescension t o the 
c r e a t u r e s , a c c o r d i n g t o which he has become the b r o t h e r o f 
many" ( 3 1 ) , and the h u m i l i a t i o n , " u n d e r t a k e n t h a t we might 
f o r t h w i t h know h i s l o f t i n e s s and h i s m a j e s t y , which i s 
the F a t h e r ' s " ( 3 2 ) , the l a t t e r o f which s t i l l i m p l i e s 
t h a t the Logos was humbled o n l y i n and t h r o u g h h i s human 
economy, i n h i m s e l f b e i n g s t i l l the e t e r n a l l y omnipotent 
Son o f the H i g h e s t . 
The t h i r d group o f i n c a r n a t i o n a l phrases which 
deserve c o n s i d e r a t i o n are those which d e s c r i b e the Logos' 
assuming something f r o m w i t h o u t t o h i m s e l f . The Logos 
put on f l e s h (33) or a body ( 3 4 ) . Consequently, the 
d i v i n e Logos bore f l e s h (35) and was robed i n i t ( 3 6 ) . 
Having taken f l e s h (37) o r a body ( 3 8 ) , he was s a i d t o 
have f l e s h (39) or a body ( 4 0 ) . I n s h o r t the assumed 
f l e s h and body was now h i s ( 4 1 ) . 
C e n t r a l t o the u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the humanity which 
the Logos assumed i s the f a c t t h a t i t i s e s s e n t i a l l y one 
w i t h man's c r e a t u r e l y humanity. Thus, w h i l e i t was born 
o f the e v e r - v i r g i n Mary, i t was man's humanity. Con-
s e q u e n t l y C h r i s t ' s humanity was l i k e man's. For the Logos 
had become l i k e men t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . I t was 
t h e r e f o r e c r e a t u r e l y , the humanity h a v i n g been e s p e c i a l l y 
p r epared by the F a t h e r f o r the Logos, the Logos h a v i n g 
thus been made man. R e l a t e d t o the f a c t t h a t the Logos' 
h u m a n i t y was c r e a t e d i s the f a c t t h a t w h i l e 7.16-17 notes 
t h a t the assumed f l e s h was from the e a r t h , the passage 
c o n t i n u e s "having Mary f o r the mother o f h i s body as i f 
v i r g i n e a r t h " . This does n o t amount, however, t o a 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n . For the p o i n t s o f the two clauses are 
d i f f e r e n t . That the assumed humanity was 'from the 
e a r t h ' i s i n l i n e w i t h the meaning o f i t b e i n g ' c r e a t u r e l y 
namely t h a t i t shares i n the c r e a t u r e l y weakness o f man's 
n a t u r e , c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g . The p o i n t o f the second 
c l a u s e i s the r e v e a l i n g , a l b e i t i n d i r e c t l y , o f C h r i s t ' s 
p e c u l i a r i t y . For n o t o n l y was he born o f a v i r g i n , b u t 
a l s o he was a second Adam, the f i r s t Adam h a v i n g been 
c r e a t e d from the u n t i l l e d e a r t h o f the Garden o f Eden. 
A l l i n a l l , t h e r e f o r e , C h r i s t ' s humanity was genuine 
b e i n g one w i t h mankind's. 
Before we paps on t o the f o u r t h group o f i n c a r -
n a t i o n a l d e s c r i p t i o n s , we ought t o c o n s i d e r the verbs 
used t o d e s c r i b e the r e l a t i o n s h i p o f the d i v i n e Logos 
t o the assumed humanity. These verbs are o f f o u r main 
k i n d s ; t h e r e are those which convey the i d e a o f b e i n g 
c l o t h e d i n humanity, namely the verbs e n d u e s t h a i , 
e p e n d u e s t h a i , e n d i d u s k e s t h a i , p e r i t h e i n a i , p e r i b a l l e i n 
and k a l u p t e s t h a i . W i t h these must be connected the verb 
p h o r e i n . There are then t he verbs o f t a k i n g , lambanein, 
proslambanein and analambanein. T h i r d l y , t h e r e i s the 
v e r b o f h a v i n g , e c h e i n , and f i n a l l y those o f c r e a t i n g , 
p o i e i n and k t i z e i n . 
The image o f b e i n g c l o t h e d w i t h humanity, as we 
have a l r e a d y seen i n r e l a t i o n t o the verb e n d u e s t h a i , 
does n o t i m p l y t h a t t h e i n c a r n a t i o n was th o u g h t o f as 
d o c e t i c by Athanasius i n any way whatsoever; i t does n o t 
b r i n g i n t o doubt the r e a l i t y o f e i t h e r the s u b j e c t o f 
the c l o t h i n g o r the c l o t h i n g i t s e l f . Indeed, i n non-
i n c a r n a t i o n a l c o n t e x t s i n the C.Ar.2. the same verbs 
are used where the p o i n t o f i s s u e i s n o t the u n c e r t a i n t y 
o f t h e s u b j e c t o f him c l o t h e d , o r o f the c l o t h i n g , b u t 
the n a t u r a l d i s t i n c t i o n between the two. Thus, f o r 
example, Aaron p u t on the ephod, b r e a s t p l a t e and robe; 
he was c l o t h e d w i t h t h e h i g h p r i e s t l y robes. Moreover, 
p e r i b a l l e i n i s used i n 10.37-38 to s t a t e t h a t man cannot 
e x i s t i n a b s t r a c t o , b u t must be c l o t h e d i n f l e s h , "men 
b e i n g c l o t h e d i n f l e s h , i n o r d e r t o be and t o s u b s i s t " . 
There i s t h e r e f o r e n o t any i n t e n t i o n here o f s u g g e s t i n g 
t h a t man i s d o c e t i c , and n o t t r u l y f l e s h y . Nor does t h i s 
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image p o i n t t o any u n c e r t a i n t y i n the i n t i m a c y o f r e l a t i o n 
between the d i v i n e Logos and h i s c o v e r i n g o f humanity. 
For t h i s image o f c l o t h i n g must be un d e r s t o o d i n the l i g h t 
o f the q u a l i f y i n g i n c a r n a t i o n s t a t e m e n t t h a t 'the Logos 
became man 1, w i t h which the c l o t h i n g metaphor i s v e r y 
f r e q u e n t l y connected. This metaphor, drawn o r i g i n a l l y 
f r o m S c r i p t u r e , r a t h e r i m p l i e s the p u t t i n g on, or the 
assumption o f , t h a t which i s not n a t u r a l to him who i s 
the s u b j e c t o f the assumption. Thus i t i s used i n a 
n o n - i n c a r n a t i o n a l c o n t e x t i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the c l o t h i n g 
o f m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e man w i t h d i v i n e g r a c e : " b e i n g 
c l o t h e d w i t h i m m o r t a l i t y and i n c o r r u p t i o n " ( 4 2 ) , and i n an 
i n c a r n a t i o n a l c o n t e x t o f the i m m o r t a l and i n c o r r u p t i b l e 
Logos w i t h a m o r t a l body. F u r t h e r , the verb f u n c t i o n s 
t o d i s t i n g u i s h the c l o t h e d and the c l o t h i n g , w h i l e y e t 
p r e s e r v i n g the c l o s e s t c o n n e c t i o n between the two, as i s 
n e c e s s i t a t e d by the Logos' becoming t h a t f l e s h . Only 
once i s ependuesthai used i n C.Ar.2., "the Lord h a v i n g p u t 
over h i m s e l f our f l e s h " ( 4 3 ) . Here, even more so than 
w i t h the o t h e r verbs o f c l o t h i n g , the d i s t i n c t i o n i n 
u n i t y i n the i n c a r n a t e Logos i s m a i n t a i n e d . For the 
a d d i t i o n o f the p r e f i x e p i - s t r e s s e s t h a t the assumed 
humanity was n o t n a t u r a l t o t h e d i v i n e Logos, b u t was 
t h a t taken from w i t h o u t t o h i m s e l f . 
Of the verbs used t o d e s c r i b e the Logos' b e i n g c l o t h e d 
i n f l e s h , the verb k a l u p t e s t h a i i s most l i k e l y t o suggest 
t h a t the assumed f l e s h i s b u t a v e i l t o the d i v i n i t y o f 
the Logos. For i n 7.6 - 8.18, a passage t o which we 
have a l r e a d y b u t v e r y b r i e f l y r e f e r r e d , A thanasius argues 
t h a t j u s t as Aaron put on the robes o f h i s o f f i c e as 
h i g h p r i e s t , so the d i v i n e Logos p u t on the f l e s h o f h i s 
h i g h p r i e s t l y r o l e . The p o i n t o f the passage, however, 
i s t h a t j u s t as Aaron was a man p r i o r t o h i s becoming 
h i g h p r i e s t , and c o n t i n u e d to be man when he had become 
such, so the d i v i n e Logos was the d i v i n e Logos o f the 
Fath e r b e f o r e he became man's h i g h p r i e s t i n h i s human 
economy, and remained the d i v i n e Logos even when f u l -
f i l l i n g t h i s h i g h p r i e s t l y r o l e . The p o i n t o f the passage 
i s n o t t h e r e f o r e the r e a l i t y , o r o t h e r w i s e , o f t h e 
humanity, or o f the Logos' r e l a t i o n t o i t . Aaron was the 
same, and d i d n o t change by p u t t i n g on h i s h i g h p r i e s t l y 
robes o f h i s o f f i c e , 'but remained the same, o n l y b e i n g 
robed' ( 4 4 ) ; he was man, and c o n t i n u e d t o be man even 
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when he became h i g h p r i e s t , the v e r b "became" here n o t 
r e f e r r i n g t o h i s b e i n g , b u t t o h i s m i n i s t r y . I n the same 
way, the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t come i n t o b e i n g , nor become 
o t h e r than h i m s e l f on t a k i n g f l e s h , " b u t was the same, 
h a v i n g robed h i m s e l f w i t h f l e s h " ( 4 5 ) , h i s "becoming" h i g h 
p r i e s t s i m i l a r l y n o t r e f e r r i n g t o h i s d i v i n e essence, b u t 
t o h i s m i n i s t r y i n t h e o r i g i n a t e w o r l d . Indeed, Athanasius 
draws out the p a r a l l e l i s m between Aaron and the Logos t o 
such an e x t e n t t h a t even as Aaron was c l o t h e d w i t h the 
robes t h a t marked h i s h i g h p r i e s t h o o d , so the Logos was 
c l o t h e d w i t h the f l e s h which s i g n i f i e d h i s more p e r f e c t 
h i g h p r i e s t h o o d . Yet i n n e i t h e r case i s the r e a l i t y o f 
the i n s i g n i a o f the two p r i e s t h o o d s i n any doubt. 
k a l u p t e s t h a i i s used, n o t t o suggest docetism, b u t t o 
s i g n i f y the i m m u t a b i l i t y o f the d i v i n e Logos i n the 
I n c a r n a t i o n . Through t h i s v e r b the d i s t i n c t i o n o f the 
s u b j e c t and t h e o b j e c t o f the i n c a r n a t i o n i s t h e r e f o r e 
m a i n t a i n e d , t h a t t h e i r d i s t i n c t and f u l l n a t u r e s might 
be r e t a i n e d . Indeed, h e r e i n l i e s the thought t h a t was 
l a t e r t o be expressed i n Chalcedon as "one and the 
same C h r i s t , Son, Lord, o n l y - b e g o t t e n , make known I n 
two n a t u r e s w i t h o u t c o n f u s i o n , w i t h o u t change " 
S i m i l a r l y , the comparison o f the Logos' h a v i n g p u t 
on man's f l e s h w i t h a man's p u t t i n g on a c l o a k i n 5 2 . 1 3 f f . 
i s n o t meant t o suggest t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity formed b u t 
an envelope f o r h i s d i v i n i t y . For, a g a i n , the p o i n t o f 
the comparison i s t o demonstrate t h a t the i n c a r n a t i o n d i d 
n o t c o n s t i t u t e e i t h e r a coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e , o r a change 
o f n a t u r e o f the d i v i n e Logos, and n o t t o comment upon the 
r e l a t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s humanity t o h i s d i v i n i t y . For i f a 
son were sent by h i s f a t h e r t o rescue some s e r v a n t s who 
had, t h r o u g h t h e i r own c a r e l e s s n e s s , f a l l e n i n t o the hands 
o f enemies ; and i f he were, b e f o r e s e t t i n g o u t , t o p u t 
on l i k e d ress t o the s e r v a n t s ' , and were t o f a s h i o n 
h i m s e l f l i k e them, l e s t the c a p t u r e r s , r e c o g n i s i n g him as 
t h e master, s h o u l d take f l i g h t and so p r e v e n t h i s des-
cending t o those who were hidden under the e a r t h by them; 
i f then he were t o r e p l y t o one a s k i n g him why he d i d the 
above, t h a t "thus my Father formed and prepared me f o r 
h i s works", he would n o t have i n t e n d e d t h i s r e p l y to be 
seen as i m p l y i n g t h a t e i t h e r he was a s e r v a n t , o r one o f 
the works, o r t h a t he had j u s t e x p e r i e n c e d the b e g i n n i n g 
o f h i s e x i s t e n c e . Rather, he would have i n t e n d e d the 
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r e p l y t o have been seen w i t h i n the c o n t e x t o f h i s m i s s i o n 
o f rescue. I n the same way, the Logos p u t over h i m s e l f 
our f l e s h , and was found i n the form o f a man, and h a v i n g 
t h e r e f o r e s a i d "the Lord founded me the b e g i n n i n g o f h i s 
ways f o r h i s works", meant t h i s t o be u n d e r s t o o d o f h i s 
m i s s i o n o f s a l v a t i o n , and not as s i g n i f y i n g e i t h e r t h a t 
he was a work or t h a t he had j u s t come i n t o b e i n g . 
The p o i n t of t h i s passage t h e r e f o r e i s t o show t h a t 
s t a t ements l i k e Prov.8.22 ought n o t t o have been r e f e r r e d 
t o the b e i n g o f the Logos, b u t t o h i s s o t e r i o l o g i c a l 
m i s s i o n . Indeed, i f t h i s passage, which f i n d s i t s 
paradigm i n S c r i p t u r e , says a n y t h i n g about the Logos' 
i n c a r n a t e s t a t e , i t says t h a t even as the son i d e n t i f i e d 
h i m s e l f t o t a l l y w i t h those whom he was sent t o save, so 
the Logos i d e n t i f i e d h i m s e l f w i t h men. 
The p o i n t o f the i n c a r n a t i o n a l clause "the Logos 
assumed f l e s h " i s much the same as t h a t o f the c l o t h i n g 
metaphor. I t s t r e s s e s the e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n between 
the c r e a t o r Logos and h i s assumed c r e a t u r e l y humanity. 
Yet, u n l i k e the c l o t h i n g metaphor, i n which t h e r e i s a 
f e e l i n g o f i n t i m a c y w i t h i n the e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n o f 
the Logos and h i s humanity, the lambanein f o r m u l a 
emphasises the d i s t i n c t i o n more than the u n i o n . This 
emphasis i s b r o u g h t about by b o t h the d i s t i n c t i o n i m p l i c i t 
i n t h e i n c a r n a t i o n a l s t a t e m e n t i n w h i c h t h e r e i s a d i v i n e 
s u b j e c t who t a k e s , and a human o b j e c t w h i c h i s t a k e n , and 
by the use o f the p r e f i x p r o s - i n p r o s l e p s i s t e s sarkos 
and i n the verb proslambanein ( 4 6 ) , a p r e f i x which 
s t r e s s e s the d i s t i n c t i o n , and which t h e r e f o r e f u l f i l s 
much the same f u n c t i o n as the e p i - o f ependuesthai . Through 
t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n between the d i v i n e Logos and the humanity 
which i s n a t u r a l l y e x t e r n a l t o him, but which became a 
possession of h i s , Athanasius m a i n t a i n s the i m m u t a b i l i t y 
o f the Logos i n h i s becoming man. 
Yet, f o r a l l t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i m p l i e d i n the above 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l c l a u s e , the i m p l i c a t i o n o f union i s n o t 
absent. For i t i s n a t u r a l l y p r e s e n t b o t h i n the verb " t o 
assume", and i n the f a c t t h a t the Logos takes t h i s 
n a t u r a l l y d i s t i n c t humanity t o h i m s e l f , t h e r e i n e f f e c t i n g 
the m i r a c u l o u s u n i o n o f the c r e a t u r e l y and the d i v i n e . 
analambanein, a cognate o f the above, a l s o m a i n t a i n s 
the d i s t i n c t i o n o f the assumer and the assumed. Yet i t 
seems t o p o i n t moreover t o t h e s a v i n g i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f 
the above two. For i n t a k i n g up man's n a t u r e , the Logos 
r a i s e d i t up again t o God whence i t had f a l l e n . The 
p r e f i x ana- seems t h e r e f o r e t o have the same f o r c e as 
t h a t p r e f i x i n the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l verbs a n a k a i n i z e i n , 
a n a k t i z e i n and ananeein. 
The clause ' t o have a body', l i k e the c l o t h i n g 
metaphor and the clause ' t o assume a body', a l s o em-
phasises the d i s t i n c t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos and the 
assumed humanity, t h e r e b y s t r e s s i n g again t h a t i n 
becoming man, the Logos d i d n o t undergo an e s s e n t i a l 
a l t e r a t i o n . 
The i n c a r n a t i o n a l clauses p o i e i s t h a i anthropos 
and k t i z e s t h a i anthropos are b o t h l i f t e d from t h r e e 
verses s t u d i e d i n C.Ar. 2 . , namely Prov.8.22, Ac t s 2.36 
and Heb.3.2. Lik e g i g n e s t h a i , the verbs r e f e r t o the 
human economy:"when he p u t on human f l e s h , then he i s 
s a i d t o have been c r e a t e d and made"(47). C e r t a i n l y , these 
verbs cannot be r e f e r r e d t o t h e d i v i n e Logos, as though 
i m p l y i n g t h a t he was made o r t h a t he had e x p e r i e n c e d a 
b e g i n n i n g o f h i s b e i n g t h r o u g h h i s c r e a t i o n . For " 't o 
be made' i s p e c u l i a r t o man" ( 4 8 ) . Hence, the two verbs 
i n q u e s t i o n , p o i e i s t h a i and k t i z e s t h a i , p o i n t t o the 
Logos' involvement i n t h e c r e a t u r e l y realm: t h r o u g h h i s 
assumption o f humanity, the C r e a t o r had become one w i t h 
h i s c r e a t i o n . Thus " 'he was made' must be u n d e r s t o o d 
as i f the Logos,being Framer o f a l l , a f t e r w a r d s was made 
High p r i e s t , by p u t t i n g on a body which was made: t h e r e -
f o r e he i s s a i d t o be made" ( 4 9 ) . 
Not o n l y , however, was the verb ' t o be made' 
f i t t i n g l y a p p l i e d to the Logos' human economy i n terms o f 
h i s assumed c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , b u t i t was a l s o u n d e r s t o o d i n 
terms o f the r e v e l a t i o n o f the d i v i n i t y o f the Logos. 
For t h r o u g h r e f e r e n c e t o Ac t s 2.22, and t h r o u g h c l o s e 
a t t e n t i o n t o the a c t u a l w o r d i n g , Athanasius deduced t h a t 
'he made 1 i n Acts 2.36 was synonymous w i t h 'he m a n i f e s t e d ' 
Hence t h a t "God made him ( s c . Jesus) b o t h Lord and C h r i s t " 
i s taken t o mean t h a t through the a c t s o f C h r i s t , and 
e s p e c i a l l y t h r o u g h h i s p a s s i o n , God has shown C h r i s t t o be 
"not merely man, b u t God i n a body, and Lord a l s o , the 
C h r i s t " ( 5 0 ) . From t h i s i t i s t h e r e f o r e c l e a r what the 
t r u e n a t u r e o f the i n c a r n a t e Logos was. For i n becoming 
man, i n e n t e r i n g i n t o the c r e a t u r e l y w o r l d , the Logos 
d i d n o t cease t o be God w h i c h he was e t e r n a l l y . For the 
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i n c a r n a t i o n , the Logos' b e i n g c r e a t e d man, d i d n o t 
c o n s t i t u t e the Logos' b e g i n n i n g to be, b u t the b e g i n n i n g 
o f t he m a n i f e s t a t i o n o f h i s L o r d s h i p , and i t s e x t e n s i o n 
even over the d i s o b e d i e n t . 
The f o u r t h group o f i n c a r n a t i o n a l d e s c r i p t i o n s 
concerns the Logos' human economy. Having come upon 
man's humanity ( 5 1 ) , the Logos i n d w e l t man's f l e s h (52) and 
was i n f l e s h (53) or a body; he was found i n the l i k e n e s s 
o f man ( 5 4 ) . I t was i n t h i s r e s p e c t t h e r e f o r e t h a t the 
Logos was c r e a t e d ( 5 5 ) ; he was s a i d t o have been c r e a t e d 
b o d i l y ( 5 6 ) . Consequently, h a v i n g come i n t o b e i n g 
a c c o r d i n g t o the f l e s h ( 5 7 ) , the Logos walked t h i s e a r t h 
as man ( 5 8 ) ; he d i e d and rose again as man ( 5 9 ) . Thus i t 
was t h a t s a l v a t i o n was e f f e c t e d i n the f l e s h ( 6 0 ) . For 
God r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f i n a man ( 6 1 ) ; he m a n i f e s t e d h i s 
r u l e b o d i l y ( 6 2 ) , o r humanly ( 6 3 ) ; he r e c e i v e d the con-
demnation o f man t h r o u g h the f l e s h ( 6 4 ) ; he d e s t r o y e d 
the D e v i l i n t h e f l e s h ( 6 5 ) . Thus i n h i s humanity the 
Logos became the f o u n d a t i o n o f the Church and the Vine 
o f which C h r i s t i a n s are the branches. A l l t h e s e , i t must 
be n o t e d , are s a i d o f the d i v i n e Logos humanly i n t h a t 
he has become man, and are n o t s a i d o f the d i v i n e Logos 
as t h e y , b e i n g human a c t i v i t i e s , cannot be s a i d o f God 
who i s n o t as man ( 6 6 ) . 
C h r i s t ' s humanity, here d e s c r i b e d m a i n l y as ' f l e s h ' 
and 'body', b u t o c c a s i o n a l l y as 'man', i s t h e medium i n 
which man's s a l v a t i o n i s e f f e c t e d ; i t i s t h a t i n which b o t h 
the r e v e l a t i o n o f God t o man, and the redemption o f man 
from the g r i p o f the D e v i l t o t h e freedom o f God i s 
a c h i eved. 
The a d v e r b i a l phrases 'as man 1 , 'humanly' and ' b o d i l y ' 
merely q u a l i f y those events and a c t i o n s which belong 
p e c u l i a r l y t o C h r i s t ' s humanity, and which are t o t a l l y 
a l i e n t o h i s e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y . The phrase ' a c c o r d i n g to 
the f l e s h ' and ' a c c o r d i n g t o the humanity' have much the 
same p o i n t . They may b e s t be u n d e r s t o o d as meaning "as 
a man" o r "so f a r as h i s humanity i s concerned". For 
the y r e l a t e t o the Logos' assumed humanity, over a g a i n s t 
h i s e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y . By u s i n g t h e s e , A t h a n a s i u s i m p l i e s 
t h a t the f a c t o f C h r i s t ' s humanity, i n r e s p e c t o f which 
what has been s a i d i s t r u e , i s n o t the whole t r u t h about 
him. "The o r i g i n a t i o n o f the Son" or "the c r e a t i o n o f 
the S a v i o u r " are v a l i d d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the Logos so f a r 
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as they are a p p l i c a b l e , b u t the reach o f t h e i r a p p l i c a b i l i t y 
i s n o t coterminous w i t h the f u l l n e s s o f the person o f the 
d i v i n e Logos. T h i s , however, i s n o t say t h a t ' a c c o r d i n g 
t o t h e f l e s h ' d e f i n e s the Son's o r i g i n a t i o n , o r the 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f t h e S a v i o u r as something b e l o n g i n g o n l y 
t o h i s e a r t h l y , h i s t o r i c a l l i f e . For so t o i n t e r p r e t 
them i s t o impose upon them, q u i t e u n j u s t i f i a b l y , a meaning 
i n c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the t r u t h o f the r e s u r r e c t i o n o f C h r i s t . 
For b e l i e f i n the r e s u r r e c t i o n o f Jesus n e c e s s a r i l y 
i n v o l v e s , f o r A t h a n a s i u s , the b e l i e f t h a t , as the r i s e n 
and e x a l t e d Lord, he s t i l l possesses the same human n a t u r e , 
a l b e i t g l o r i f i e d , as he assumed i n the I n c a r n a t i o n . Hence 
'a c c o r d i n g t o t h e f l e s h ' and 'ac c o r d i n g t o the humanity' 
r e f e r t o C h r i s t ' s human n a t u r e , and n o t s o l e l y t o h i s 
e a r t h l y l i f e . 
Of those C h r i s t o l o g i c a l phrases which d e s c r i b e the 
i n c a r n a t i o n a l s t a t e o f t h e Logos, we have a l r e a d y t r e a t e d 
' i n the form o f a man' as r e v e a l i n g t h a t t h e Logos d i d 
n o t undergo any a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g when he 
became man. The phrase ' i n t h e f l e s h ' and ' i n the body' 
make the same p o i n t . A l t h o u g h sounding r a t h e r A p o l l i n a r i a n , 
t h e y are n o t . For t h e i r sense i s q u a l i f i e d by the 
Johannine C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a , 'the Logos became f l e s h " . 
Rather, these phrases a s s e r t the Logos' r e l a t i o n t o the 
c r e a t u r e l y aspect o f man's b e i n g , m a i n t a i n i n g t h a t w i t h i n 
t h i s r e l a t i o n ' i n the f l e s h ' , the Logos c o n t i n u e s t o be 
d i s t i n c t from t he humanity i n which he i s , and t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t he was not c o n v e r t e d i n t o f l e s h as the Johannine 
f o r m u l a might suggest. 
C l o s e l y t i e d i n w i t h the idea t h a t t h e Logos was 
' i n t h e f l e s h ' i s the i d e a t h a t he i n d w e l t the f l e s h . 
A l t h o u g h t h i s v e r b can be used t o d e s c r i b e a human s o u l ' s 
i n d w e l l i n g i t s body ( 6 7 ) , i n C h r i s t i a n l i t e r a t u r e i t i s 
more o f t e n used t o d e s c r i b e God's t a k i n g up h i s abode i n 
man ( 6 8 ) , o r the Holy S p i r i t ' s i n d w e l l i n g people ( 6 9 ) . 
Given A t h a n a s i u s ' p a r t i c u l a r f e e l i n g f o r S c r i p t u r e , and 
h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f C h r i s t ' s humanity, a m a t t e r t o 
w h i c h we s h a l l soon t u r n , ' to i n d w e l l the f l e s h ' would 
t h e r e f o r e seem t o p o i n t t o the d i v i n e Logos' i n d w e l l i n g 
o f c r e a t u r e l y humanity, t o t h e former ' s dominion over, 
and l a s t i n g c o n n e c t i o n w i t h , the l a t t e r , and y e t t o the 
e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n i n u n i t y o f the i n d w e l l i n g Logos 
and t he i n d w e l t f l e s h . 
1./f.0 
Given the Logos' i n d w e l l i n g o f h i s humanity, i t i s 
easy t o u n d e r s t a n d h i s i n d w e l l i n g "amongst men" ( 7 0 ) , a 
t h o u g h t t h a t echoes John 1.14. For the Logos i n d w e l t men 
i n t h a t the Logos i n d w e l t the f l e s h , t h r o u g h which (71) 
men were l i k e C h r i s t . 
The l a s t s t a t e m e n t t h a t we must c o n s i d e r here i s 
76.9: 'the Logos who came i n t o our f l e s h ' , which ought t o 
be compared w i t h 71.25: 'the Father has made me i n t o f l e s h , 
t h a t I might become man'. This l a t t e r clause i s n o t an 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l c l a u s e . For the clause appears i n a 
passage whose i n t e n t i o n i t i s t o show t h a t S c r i p t u r e 
d e l i b e r a t e l y says t h a t the "Lord c r e a t e d me e i s erga" 
i n Prov.8.22, i n o r d e r t o make c l e a r t h a t he who was 
c r e a t e d was n o t one w i t h c r e a t i o n . To say e i s erga t h e r e 
t h e r e f o r e i s a k i n t o s a y i n g 'the Fat h e r made me i n t o f l e s h , 
t h a t I might become man'. That, however, i s n o t to say 
t h a t the Logos was a 'work'. For even as he who e n t e r s 
i n t o a house i s n o t p a r t o f t h a t house, b u t i s o t h e r , 
than the house, so he who i s c r e a t e d e i s erga i s by 
n a t u r e o t h e r than the works. The p o i n t o f the s t a t e -
ment o f 71.25 i s t h e r e f o r e t o m a i n t a i n the e s s e n t i a l 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the d i v i n e Logos and the humanity 
w h i c h he became. Meanwhile 76.9 appears i n a s o t e r i o -
l o g i c a l c o n t e x t , a c c o r d i n g t o which man's s a l v a t i o n was 
dependent upon the Logos' coming i n t o our f l e s h and b e i n g 
c r e a t e d i n i t a b e g i n n i n g o f ways f o r h i s works. 
e p i b a i n e i n e i s t h e r e f o r e i s n o t meant t o be i n t e r p r e t e d 
i n a p a r t i c u l a r l y p h y s i o l o g i c a l manner. Rather, i t b u t 
conveys the i d e a o f the d i v i n e Logos' t a k i n g c o n t r o l over 
the f l e s h upon which he comes, i n o r d e r t o e f f e c t i n i t 
man's s a l v a t i o n . 
The f i f t h and l a s t group o f i n c a r n a t i o n a l des-
c r i p t i o n s o f the Logos are those g e n e r a l t i t l e s o f the 
Logos "as man", most o f which are taken from S c r i p t u r e , 
and a l l o f which have a S c r i p t u r a l sense. Having become 
man, the Logos i s the Vin e , o f which men i n C h r i s t are 
the branches; he i s the f o u n d a t i o n upon w h i c h those i n 
C h r i s t become a temple o f the Holy S p i r i t , who i n d w e l l s 
them; he i s man's b r o t h e r , n o t i n h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e , b u t 
i n and t h r o u g h the a c t o f i n c a r n a t i o n . For when he p u t 
on c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , and became l i k e man i n h i s body, he 
became the b r o t h e r o f men. The Logos as man became man's 
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g u i d e , i n t h a t he l e d men t o the kingdom o f heaven, and 
t o h i s heavenly F a t h e r . F i n a l l y , the Logos as man was 
the f i r s t b e g o t t e n . This he was o n l y i n h i s i n c a r n a t e 
e x i s t e n c e , i n h i s s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n by h i s assumption o f 
tem p o r a l and m o r t a l humanity. For i n the c o n t e x t o f h i s 
e t e r n a l g e n e r a t i o n o f h i s F a t h e r , t he Logos was the 
e t e r n a l l y o n l y - b e g o t t e n . 
A t h a n a s i u s e n t i t l e s C h r i s t b o t h ' f i r s t b e g o t t e n ' 
and*the f i r s t - b e g o t t e n o f c r e a t i o n , o f many b r o t h e r s , 
and o f the dead': C h r i s t i s ' f i r s t - b e g o t t e n ' i n the un-
q u a l i f i e d sense, i n t h a t w h i l e a l l f l e s h was l o s t i n and 
t h r o u g h Adam, t h e f l e s h o f the Logos, i n t h a t i t was 
the d i v i n e Logos', was saved. As such, i t was the f i r s t 
o f o t h e r s t o be f r e e d , men s u b s e q u e n t l y b e i n g i n c o r p o r a t e d 
i n the Logos' humanity and t h e r e f o r e b e i n g saved t h r o u g h 
i t . The Logos was the f i r s t - b e g o t t e n o f a l l c r e a t i o n n o t 
i n the sense t h a t he was e s s e n t i a l l y one w i t h c r e a t u r e s , 
and y e t the f i r s t o f them i n t i m e . For, as the d i v i n e Logos, 
he was o t h e r than c r e a t i o n . Rather, t h e Logos was the 
f i r s t - b e g o t t e n o f c r e a t i o n , n o t i n the p a s s i v e sense o f 
the e p i t h e t , b u t i n i t s a c t i v e sense. For he was such 
because o f the Father's l o v e towards men t h r o u g h which the 
Logos b o t h c r e a t e d and r e c r e a t e d the whole u n i v e r s e . For 
the Logos c r e a t e d and s u s t a i n e d a l l ; i ndeed, o r i g i n a t e 
o b j e c t s c o u l d n o t have endured the Logos' n a t u r e , which 
was the untempered s p l e n d o u r o f the F a t h e r , u n l e s s the 
Logos, i n the Father's l o v e , had s u p p o r t e d them, had taken 
h o l d o f them and had bro u g h t them t o e x i s t e n c e . F u r t h e r 
the Logos r e c r e a t e d the o r i g i n a t e w o r l d , d e l i v e r i n g i t 
from c o r r u p t i o n t o l i b e r t y i n God t h r o u g h h i s a d o p t i o n o f 
i t i n and t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n . C h r i s t was a l s o the 
f i r s t - b e g o t t e n amongst many b r o t h e r s because o f the 
l i k e n e s s o f the f l e s h o f C h r i s t t o men's and the con-
s e q u e n t i a l k i n s h i p o f men's and C h r i s t ' s f l e s h . F i n a l l y , 
C h r i s t was the f i r s t - b e g o t t e n o r the f i r s t - f r u i t from the 
dead, n o t because he was the f i r s t o f men to d i e , b u t 
because, h a v i n g undergone death f o r men, C h r i s t d e s t r o y e d 
i t and was thus the f i r s t t o r i s e f r o m d e a t h . He h a v i n g 
r i s e n from d e a t h , men a l s o rose f r o m him and on account 
o f him. They r o s e , however, o n l y on account o f him, and 
t h e r e f o r e a f t e r him. 
J u s t b e f o r e we pass t o t h e q u e s t i o n o f the r e a l i t y , 
o r o t h e r w i s e , o f C h r i s t ' s h u m a n i t y , we may d e l a y a moment 
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t o c o n s i d e r what appears t o be two fundamental aspects 
o f the C h r i s t o l o g y o f C.Ar.2. For here a t t e n t i o n i s drawn 
t o b o t h t h a t which the d i v i n e Logos becomes i n h i m s e l f , 
and t o t h a t which the d i v i n e Logos assumed from w i t h o u t 
h i m s e l f as a p o s s e s s i o n . For w h i l e the d i v i n e Logos can, 
and does, become man, he cannot t a k e , put on o r have man. 
Meanwhile, the Logos can, and does, have a body, h a v i n g 
taken i t , o r h a v i n g p u t i t on, b u t he cannot become a 
body. As regards f l e s h , t h i s the d i v i n e Logos can become, 
as the Johannine C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a suggests; he can 
a l s o , however, t a k e , p u t on and have the same. I t would 
seem t h e r e f o r e t h a t f o r A t h a n a s i u s the Logos can be 
something i n h i m s e l f , and t h e Logos can assume something 
t o h i m s e l f , the f i r s t "something" b e i n g 'man' and ' f l e s h ' , 
u n d e r s t o o d i n a Johannine sense, and t h e second "something" 
b e i n g ' f l e s h ' and 'body' ( 7 2 ) . These two aspects o f 
A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t o l o g y become more m e a n i n g f u l , however, 
i n t he l i g h t o f A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man. As we 
have a l r e a d y n o t e d i n our s t u d y of the CG-DI, man e x i s t e d 
under two a s p e c t s . He was c o r p o r e a l , h a v i n g a l i m i t e d 
and c r e a t u r e l y body which bound him e s s e n t i a l l y w i t h the 
whole o f c r e a t i o n . Yet he was a l s o r a t i o n a l t h r o u g h h i s 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n by grace i n t h e d i v i n e Logos, and t h e r e i n 
was d i s t i n c t from the r e s t o f i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t i o n . Given 
these two aspects o f man, one c o r p o r e a l and the o t h e r 
l o g i c a l , we can u n d e r s t a n d the p a r t i c u l a r use o f the verbs 
i n A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t o l o g y . Man's r a t i o n a l i t y , t o which 
A t h a n a s i u s o f t e n p o i n t s w i t h the term 'man', i s a g i f t o f 
g r a c e , b e i n g a t r u e p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the d i v i n e Logos. 
Consequently, man's r a t i o n a l i t y cannot be a human posses-
s i o n , an o b j e c t which man has o f h i m s e l f . Thus, i t cannot 
be s a i d , i n a C h r i s t o l o g i c a l s e t t i n g , t h a t the Logos 
assumed, o r had, 'man', 'man' b e i n g s t i l l the dynamic 
s h a r i n g i n the d i v i n e Logos. Since, however, 'man' i s 
t h i s dynamic g i f t o f g r a c e , the d i v i n e Logos can p r o p e r l y 
become i t . For such i s the d i v i n e Logos becoming l o g i c a l , 
the Image o f God becoming ' i n the image of God'; i t i s a 
not improper i n t e r n a l i s i n g o f t h e d i v i n e Logos i n h i s 
becoming man. Man's c o r p o r e a l i t y , o f which the body i s 
the h a l l - m a r k , i s h i s e s s e n t i a l s h a r i n g i n c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . 
I n t h a t i t i s o t h e r than the C r e a t o r Logos, i t can be an 
o b j e c t t o be possessed by the Logos, and t h e r e f o r e i t i s 
reasonable f o r A t h a n a s i u s t o a s s e r t i n h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
s t a t e m e n t s t h a t the Son assumed or had a body. I t i s n ot 
re a s o n a b l e , however, f o r the A l e x a n d r i a n t o a s s e r t t h a t 
t h e Logos became a body. For such would have been t o 
suggest t h a t the C r e a t o r became c r e a t i o n , t h a t God under-
went a change i n h i s n a t u r e i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , and t h a t 
the e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n o f C r e a t o r and c r e a t u r e , so 
c e n t r a l t o A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g y , was broken down. 'Flesh' 
meanwhile f i n d s i t s e l f i n an a m b i v a l e n t p o s i t i o n . For i t 
corresponds w i t h 'man', which the Logos becomes i n 
h i m s e l f , and w i t h 'body', man's c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , which he 
assumed t o h i m s e l f . This ambivalence i s , however, under-
s t a n d a b l e . For i n f l e s h b e i n g f r a i l and weak c r e a t u r e -
l i n e s s , i t i s n a t u r a l l y connected w i t h 'body'; i n and 
th r o u g h i t s use i n John 1.14 i t i s , however, u n d e r s t a n d a b l y 
r e l a t e d t o the man which the d i v i n e Logos becomes. 
The q u e s t i o n o f the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s humanity 
must be c o n s i d e r e d i n two spheres, the n a t u r a l and the 
p h y s i o l o g i c a l . By the n a t u r a l , we mean the e s s e n t i a l 
oneness w i t h t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n ; was C h r i s t ' s humanity 
n a t u r a l l y one w i t h a l l o t h e r men's ? By the p h y s i o l o g i c a l 
we mean the completeness o f C h r i s t ' s humanity; was C h r i s t ' s 
humanity p h y s i o l o g i c a l l y one w i t h men's ? 
The answer to t h e q u e s t i o n as to whether C h r i s t ' s 
humanity was genuine n a t u r a l l y must be a f f i r m a t i v e . For 
the humanity was man's. Through h i s becoming man, he 
became l i k e men. For i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n t h e d i v i n e Logos 
r e c e i v e d t a hemon ( 7 3 ) , the oneness o f n a t u r e between 
C h r i s t and men: b e i n g s t r e s s e d i n the subsequent c l a u s e , 
"we b e i n g i n c o r p o r a t e d and compacted and bound t o g e t h e r 
i n him t h r o u g h the l i k e n e s s o f t h e f l e s h " ; i n becoming 
i n c a r n a t e the L o g o s , l i k e us, h i m s e l f took p a r t i n f l e s h 
and b l o o d ( 7 4 ) , a th o u g h t which o b v i o u s l y stems from Heb. 
2.14-18, w i t h i t s s t r e s s upon the e s s e n t i a l c r e a t u r e l y 
oneness o f the man Jesus and men. F u r t h e r , i n becoming 
man, the Logos became man's b r o t h e r and f i r s t - b e g o t t e n . 
'Brother',as we have seen, i s n o t an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l term. 
I t p o i n t s r a t h e r t o t h e covenant f e l l o w s h i p between, and 
th e s p i r i t u a l b r o t h e r h o o d o f men and C h r i s t , b o t h e f f e c t e d 
t h r o u g h man's b e i n g i n C h r i s t . ' F i r s t - b e g o t t e n ' c o n t i n u e s 
the same t r a i n o f t h o u g h t . C h r i s t was the f i r s t t o d i e 
and the f i r s t t o r i s e again f o r a l l . To c a l l C h r i s t man's 
b r o t h e r and f i r s t - b e g o t t e n , however, i s meaningless i f 
C h r i s t i s d i f f e r e n t from mankind. Hence to g i v e these 
terms t h e i r f u l l meaning, i t i s necessary t o a s s e r t t h a t 
the man Jesus was one w i t h a l l o t h e r men. That C h r i s t ' s 
h u manity was genuine i s f u r t h e r s t r e s s e d i n two o t h e r 
areas. Athanasius a s s e r t s i n Ch. 70 t h a t men would n o t 
have been f r e e d from s i n and i t s curse u n l e s s the f l e s h 
w hich the Logos p u t on was by n a t u r e human ( 7 5 ) . For 
o t h e r w i s e man would n o t have had a n y t h i n g i n common w i t h 
the d i v i n e Logos, who e s s e n t i a l l y was o t h e r , and from 
whom s a l v a t i o n came. I n o t h e r words, C h r i s t ' s humanity 
was one w i t h those whom he had come t o save. The second 
area concerns Athanasius* r e j e c t i o n o f c e r t a i n r e l a t i v e l y 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t e r r o r s o f some h e r e t i c s i n 4 3 . 2 5 f f : "these 
e r r o r s l i e a g a i n s t the t r u t h i n some c e r t a i n r e s p e c t s , 
e i t h e r e r r i n g c o n c e r n i n g t h e Lord's body, as i f he d i d 
no t have f l e s h o f Mary, o r as i f he d i d n o t d i e a t a l l , 
n o r became man, b u t o n l y appeared; and he was n o t t r u l y , 
and seemed to have a body when he had n o t ; and he seemed 
t o appear as a man, as v i s i o n s i n a d r e a m A l l these 
h e t e r o d o x i c a l p o s i t i o n s s u p p o r t d o c e t i s m , a t h e o l o g y i n 
w h i c h the i n c a r n a t e Logos has no t r u e , p a s s i b l e human 
n a t u r e which i s one w i t h men's. Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t these 
s t a t e m e n t s are r e c o g n i s e d by Athanasius as h e t e r o d o x i c a l , 
and t h a t A thanasius i s t r y i n g t o m a i n t a i n an o r t h o d o x 
p o s i t i o n , i t i s reasonable t o suppose t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
h e l d the c o n t r a r y o f these views. Hence he b e l i e v e d t h a t 
the Lord had f l e s h o f Mary, t h a t the Logos w h o l l y became 
man and t h a t he t r u l y had a body. 
A c c o r d i n g to A t h a n a s i u s t h e r e f o r e C h r i s t ' s humanity 
i s genuine i n n a t u r e . I t was t h e r e f o r e c r e a t e d and made. 
Having been taken from t he e a r t h , i t shared i n the common 
weakness o f a l l animate c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . I t was f r a i l and 
weak and c o n s e q u e n t l y m o r t a l . The o n l y d i f f e r e n c e between 
C h r i s t ' s humanity and men's was t h a t w h i l e the l a t t e r 
s u f f e r e d from s i n , the f o r m e r was s i n l e s s . That, however, 
d i d n o t a f f e c t the p i c t u r e o f the assumed humanity. For 
as we have a l r e a d y seen, A t h a n a s i u s t h o u g h t o f s i n as an 
a c t i o n , and n o t as a s t a t e n a t u r a l t o t h a t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s 
c r e a t e d o f the good God. 
Athanasius does d e s c r i b e C h r i s t ' s humanity as t o 
a n t h r o p i n o n on occasions ( 7 6 ) . T h i s might be seen as 
b r i n g i n g i n t o doubt the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s humanity i n 
t h a t i t seems t o p o i n t to- an a b s t r a c t and u n i v e r s a l 
concept, which i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l l y more i m p o r t a n t than 
the p a r t i c u l a r human b e i n g who e x e m p l i f i e s and embodies 
t h i s u n i v e r s a l . Yet, to see t h i s term as p o i n t i n g towards 
a d o c e t i c C h r i s t o l o g y would be un-Athanasian. For not 
o n l y does Athanasius n o t h o l d w i t h the p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
i d e a o f the u n i v e r s a l h a v i n g a p r i o r and independent 
e x i s t e n c e o f i t s own, over a g a i n s t the p a r t i c u l a r , the 
a n t h r o p i n o n , i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r case h a v i n g i t s e x i s t e n c e 
o n l y i n the c o n c r e t e and p a r t i c u l a r person who e x i s t s i n 
God, i n Jesus, b u t a l s o t o a n t h r o p i n o n i s to be understood 
i n the l i g h t o f the much more f r e q u e n t i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
s t a t e m e n t 'the Logos became man', "man" b e i n g a p a r t i c u l a r 
i n d i v i d u a l . The term t o a n t h r o p i n o n does n o t t h e r e f o r e 
i n t r o d u c e any i d e a o f C h r i s t ' s humanity b e i n g i n any way 
d o c e t i c . Rather i t seems t o be a b r i d g e between the 
terms 'man' and 'body' b o t h i n terms o f grammar and o f 
meaning. For the r o o t o f a n t h r o p i n o n n a t u r a l l y p o i n t s t o 
a n t h r o p o s , w h i l e the form suggests t o a n t h r o p i n o n soma. 
I n t h i s g e n e r a l term t h e r e f o r e we have b o t h the i d e a o f 
the i n d i v i d u a l i t y o f the C h r i s t , i n and t h r o u g h h i s b e i n g 
" i n the image"of the d i v i n e Logos, and y e t h i s bond w i t h 
a l l men; f o r i t i s not a c c o r d i n g t o the n a t u r e o f the 
d i v i n i t y , b u t a c c o r d i n g to h i s humanity t h a t men are k n i t 
i n t o the d i v i n e Logos. I n t h a t r e s p e c t t h e r e f o r e h i s 
humanity i s n o t t h a t which i s o l a t e s him from h i s n e i g h b o u r s , 
but t h a t which b i n d s them t o g e t h e r i n t h e i r c r e a t u r e l y 
s o c i e t y . Here i n the one term, t h e r e f o r e , we see b o t h 
the i n t e n s i v e and the e x t e n s i v e humanity o f C h r i s t . 
The statement o f 66.31-32, the p e r f e c t Logos o f God 
put around him an i m p e r f e c t body c o u l d e q u a l l y be seen as 
s u g g e s t i n g t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity was somehow d o c e t i c . 
T h i s , however, would n o t be r i g h t . For the assumption o f 
an i m p e r f e c t body does n o t i m p a i r the p e r f e c t and s i n l e s s 
b e i n g of the C h r i s t . For by ' i m p e r f e c t ' i s meant o n l y a 
l a c k o f i m m o r t a l i t y and a p a t h to Paradise ( 7 7 ) , which i s , 
i n s h o r t , an absence o f grace. Nor indeed, i s t h i s w a n t i n g 
o f grace a s t a t e o f s i n , b u t the r e s u l t o f an a c t o f s i n , 
but an a c t o f s i n on the p a r t o f man and n o t o f C h r i s t , t he 
t u r n i n g by men from God, the source o f a l l grace. The 
assumption t h e r e f o r e o f an i m p e r f e c t body I s n o t the 
assumption o f a d o c e t i c humanity by the Logos, but h i s 
e s s e n t i a l i d e n t i f y i n g o f h i m s e l f w i t h man i n h i s p l i g h t 
o f m o r t a l c o r r u p t i b i l i t y . I t i s the assumption o f man's 
m o r t a l i t y t h a t he might r e c r e a t e i t i n the e n l i v e n i n g 
grace o f the F a t h e r . 
We t u r n now t o the q u e s t i o n o f whether or n o t 
C h r i s t ' s humanity was complete p h y s i o l o g i c a l l y . As we 
have a l r e a d y n o t e d i n e a r l i e r c h a p t e r s , t h i s was n o t a 
c e n t r a l q u e s t i o n f o r A t h a n a s i u s . For C.Ar. 1-3 are 
concerned p r i m a r i l y w i t h C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y , and not h i s 
humanity; a g a i n , the a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l terms i n Athanasius 
are t o be seen i n the l i g h t o f t h e i r t h e o l o g i c a l s e t t i n g , 
'body' and ' f l e s h ' p o i n t i n g t o the e s s e n t i a l oneness o f 
a person w i t h the r e s t o f c r e a t i o n , and 'man' and ' s o u l ' 
to the r e l a t i o n o f a person to the d i v i n e Logos. However, 
t h e r e are c l u e s to the answer o f t h i s q u e s t i o n . The 
C h r i s t was man's ' b r o t h e r ' and ' f i r s t - b e g o t t o n ' . I f we 
are to g i v e these terms t h e i r f u l l meaning a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l l y , 
we must admit t h a t the Logos assumed a f u l l and r e a l 
humanity. For o t h e r w i s e the Logos i n c a r n a t e would d i f f e r 
from o t h e r men, and t h e r e f o r e would n o t m e a n i n g f u l l y be 
men's b r o t h e r and f i r s t - b e g o t t e n . A g a i n , the humanity 
assumed by the d i v i n e Logos was a human body or human f l e s h . 
Hence t h a t assumed was n o t merely man's body over a g a i n s t 
an a n i m a l ' s . For 'body' and ' f l e s h ' are n o t u n d e r s t o o d 
p r i m a r i l y i n t h i s sense by A t h a n a s i u s , t h e y b o t h b e i n g 
t h a t common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n which b o t h men and animals 
share. Rather the d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s o f the human body o r human 
f l e s h i s t h e o l o g i c a l . A c c o r d i n g t o the CG-DI t h a t which 
d i s t i n g u i s h e s man from the i r r a t i o n a l animals i s n o t h i s 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , b u t h i s r a t i o n a l s o u l , h i s b e i n g g r a c i o u s l y 
i n the image o f God. Hence, f o r the assumed body t o be human, 
as opposed t o i r r a t i o n a l , i t had t o be r a t i o n a l . Hence the 
body which the d i v i n e Logos assumed i s l i k e men's i n b o t h 
i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p t o c r e a t i o n and i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p t o God. 
A g a i n , when the Logos became i n c a r n a t e , the Logos o f God 
pu t on f l e s h and became man ( 7 8 ) . This sentence does more 
than merely summarise the mystery of God's becoming man. 
I t a l s o serves as a bulwark a g a i n s t A r i a n i s m . For i t 
r e p r e s e n t s the k a i s a r k o t h e n t a k a i enanthropesanta o f 
the Nicene creed, whereby the A r i a n t e n e t t h a t the Logos 
took f l e s h o n l y , w i t h o u t a human s o u l , was excluded ( 7 9 ) . 
Athanasius p r e s e r v e s the same p o l e m i c a l p o i n t i n the 
above i n c a r n a t i o n a l s t a t e m e n t . Meanwhile, the Logos assumed 
a body l i k e o u r s ; he was made s i m i l a r t o f e l l o w men i n a l l 
a s p e c t s . This the Logos became when he became man:"he 
was made l i k e (men) when he became man, h a v i n g p u t on our 
f l e s h " ( 8 0 ) , a d e s c r i p t i o n o f the I n c a r n a t i o n which again 
i s r e m i n i s c e n t o f the Nicene clause which e x c l u d e d the 
L u c i a n i c d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l . Hence, i t seems 
t h a t the Logos became man l i k e men when he became f u l l y 
man. F i n a l l y , 47.10-12 i s e s s e n t i a l l y concerned t o s t r e s s 
t h a t the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t undergo an a l t e r a t i o n i n 
h i s d i v i n e b e i n g i n becoming f l e s h . However, i n main-
t a i n i n g t h i s p o s i t i o n , A t h a n a s i u s d e l i v e r s an i n t e r e s t i n g 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f John 1.14:"hearing * the Logos became f l e s h ' 
we do not conceive the whole Logos h i m s e l f t o be f l e s h , 
b u t t o have p u t on f l e s h and become man.". John 1.14 i s 
t h e r e f o r e t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n the Nicene f a s h i o n ; i t i s 
n o t t o be un d e r s t o o d as meaning t h a t the Logos assumed 
an i r r a t i o n a l body, b u t a human body o r r a t i o n a l body. 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t as i n C.Ar.1., so h e r e , 
Athanasius s t i l l c o u n t e r s the A r i a n s ' d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l i n the Nicene manner. 
Of equal i n t e r e s t t o t h i s q u e s t i o n i s 70.39-1, which 
a s s e r t s t h a t " we would n o t have been d e l i v e r e d from s i n and 
the c u r s e , unless i t had been t r u l y human f l e s h which the 
Logos p u t on. For we s h o u l d have had n o t h i n g i n common 
w i t h what was f o r e i g n . " . I n o t h e r words, man's s a l v a t i o n 
depended upon the d i v i n e Logos' assumption o f a t r u l y 
human f l e s h . This phrase, i n the l i g h t o f the th o u g h t o f 
CG-DI and of the a n t i - L u c i a n i c phrase o f the Nicene creed, 
makes C h r i s t ' s f u l l humanity t h e o l o g i c a l l y i m p o r t a n t t o 
man's s a l v a t i o n . Here we f i n d a s t a t e m e n t , a l t h o u g h n o t 
expanded, o f the importance o f b o t h C h r i s t ' s r a t i o n a l s o u l 
and h i s body f o r man's s a l v a t i o n . W i t h o u t h i s h a v i n g the 
f o r m e r , man has n o t h i n g i n common w i t h C h r i s t i n the realm 
o f r a t i o n a l i t y ; w i t h o u t h i s h a v i n g the l a t t e r , man has 
n o t h i n g i n common w i t h C h r i s t i n the realm o f c r e a t u r e l i n e s s 
W i t h o u t , however, a n y t h i n g i n common w i t h C h r i s t , men 
c o u l d not be i n C h r i s t and t h e r e f o r e be saved. 
There are h i n t s t h e r e f o r e i n the C . Ar . 2 of C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l b e i n g b o t h a p h y s i c a l and a t h e o l o g i c a l f a c t o r 
i n A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g y . 
The i n c a r n a t i o n meant n o t o n l y the e n t r y i n t o space 
by the d i v i n e Logos, b u t a l s o h i s e n t r y i n t o t i m e . Thus 
the e t e r n a l Logos, who i s beyond t i m e , e n t e r e d i n t o t i m e , 
as the te m p o r a l c l a u s e s such as 9.24 "then he was made 
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l i k e (men) when he became man" and 13.4 "even b e f o r e he 
became man" suggest. 
As i n the CG-DI, so i n C.Ar.2, Athanasius s t i l l 
m a i n t a i n s t h a t the Logos d i d n o t become man as a con-
sequence o f h i s n a t u r e , b u t by grace. 
D u r i n g A t h a n a s i u s ' e x p o s i t i o n o f Prov. 8.22, he 
s t a t e s thaf'when the Logos became men, he then assigned 
the reason why he took f l e s h " ( 8 1 ) . U n d e r l y i n g t h i s 
s t a t e m e n t i s the thought t h a t the d i v i n e Logos i s s e l f -
s u f f i c i e n t and t o t a l l y f r e e , and t h a t i t i s o n l y i n h i s 
becoming man t h a t t h i s s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y becomes q u a l i f i e d ; 
t h e r e b y he e n t e r s i n t o the c o n t i n g e n t w o r l d . I t f o l l o w s 
t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e r e was n o t h i n g i n h i s s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y 
t h a t r e q u i r e s him t o become a p a r t o f the c o n t i n g e n t w o r l d 
t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n ; he does n o t become man as a 
r e s u l t o f h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e . Rather, t h a t which causes 
the d i v i n e Logos' becoming man l i e s o u t s i d e h i s d i v i n e 
b e i n g , and w i t h i n the human and c o n t i n g e n t r e a l m . 
This same p o i n t i s made again i n 10.37-39:"men are 
c l o t h e d i n f l e s h i n o r d e r to e x i s t . . . . ; b u t the Logos o f 
God was made man i n o r d e r t o s a n c t i f y the f l e s h . " ' I n o r d e r 
t o e x i s t t h e r e f o r e , the Logos d i d n o t r e q u i r e t o be a p a r t 
o f the c o n t i n g e n t and c r e a t u r e l y r e a l m . Hence the Logos' 
becoming a p a r t o f i t r e s u l t e d n o t from h i s i n c o r p o r e a l 
and i m m a t e r i a l n a t u r e . 
I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t 
become man on h i s own account. Rather the cause o f h i s 
i n c a r n a t i o n l a y i n men:"the need o f men preceded h i s 
becoming man, a p a r t from w h i c h he would n o t have put on 
f l e s h " ( 8 2 ) ; he was made man f o r us ( 8 3 ) . W h i l e , however, 
the d i v i n e Logos would n o t have become man b u t f o r the 
need o f man, men d i d n o t have i n themselves the a b i l i t y 
t o coerce the Logos t o become i n c a r n a t e . Rather the a c t 
was an a c t of grace, worked f o r men's b e n e f i t . "The Logos, 
i n grace towards us, became man"(84); he e f f e c t e d i t 
t h r o u g h h i s own f r e e w i l l and i n h i s own mercy:"the Logos 
o f God, who l o v e s men, p u t on c r e a t e d f l e s h a t the Father's 
w i l l " ( 8 5 ) . 
Thus, j u s t as the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n came i n t o b e i n g 
t h r o u g h the p e r f e c t goodness and mercy o f God, so the 
r e c r e a t i o n , o r s a l v a t i o n , o f man o c c u r r e d t h r o u g h the 
benevolence and g r a c i o u s n e s s o f God. Perhaps, however, 
the c l e a r e s t p a r a l l e l i s m i n m o t i v a t i o n between the c r e a t i o n 
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and the r e c r e a t i o n o f man by God l i e s i n DI_.3 and C. Ar. 2.77. 
For even as God was the v e r y source o f goodness and so 
c o u l d n o t b u t c r e a t e the cosmos, so God,"being good, 
...being always g o o d " ( 8 6 ) , w i l l e d man's r e c r e a t i o n and 
s a l v a t i o n . 
We t u r n f i n a l l y to A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 
man's s a l v a t i o n as o u t l i n e d i n C.Ar. 2. S o t e r i o l o g y , f o r 
A t h a n a s i u s , i s a t r i n i t a r i a n e v e n t . For the Fa t h e r w i l l s 
the Son t o become man t h a t the g i f t o f the Holy S p i r i t 
m i g h t be secured f o r a l l men i n C h r i s t . I t i s a l s o a 
p r e d e s t i n e d event. Basing h i s thought upon such passages 
as Eph.1.3-5 and 2 Tim.1.8-10, Athanasius b e l i e v e d t h a t 
the s a v i n g i n c a r n a t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos was p r e d e s t i n e d , 
a p r e d e s t i n a t i o n whose cause was b o t h k i n d l y and w o n d e r f u l . 
For i t was n o t f i t t i n g f o r God to de v i s e man's s a l v a t i o n 
subsequent t o h i s c r e a t i o n . For o t h e r w i s e , God would 
appear n o t t o have known what was about t o happen t o man; 
had man's s a l v a t i o n n o t been o r d a i n e d b e f o r e h a n d , God's 
omniscience would have appeared endangered. Thus God 
formed man th r o u g h h i s Logos; y e t he a l s o foresaw t h a t 
a l t h o u g h c r e a t e d good, man would i n time t r a n s g r e s s h i s 
w i l l , and t h e r e f o r e be e x p e l l e d from p a r a d i s e . Being 
toving and good, and n o t w i s h i n g t o begrudge men t h e i r 
e x i s t e n c e , God t h e r e f o r e p r e p a r e d s a l v a t i o n f o r men i n 
and t h r o u g h t h e i r C r e a t o r , the d i v i n e Logos. Therefore,once 
h a v i n g f a l l e n , men d i d n o t remain i n d e a t h , b u t rose again 
and remained i m m o r t a l , t h e i r s a l v a t i o n and redemption h a v i n g 
been p r e d e s t i n e d i n the Logos. 
Having given t h i s o u t l i n e o f the p r e d e s t i n e d 
s a l v a t i o n o f mankind, Athanasius t u r n s t o c e r t a i n p o i n t s 
connected w i t h t h i s s u b j e c t , and which a r i s e from the 
two b i b l i c a l passages, Eph.1.3-5 and 2 Tim.1.8-10. F i r s t l y , 
men were e l e c t even b e f o r e t h e y came i n t o e x i s t e n c e i n 
t h a t they were r e p r e s e n t e d i n him beforehand; they were 
p r e d e s t i n e d t o a d o p t i o n even b e f o r e they were c r e a t e d , i n 
t h a t the d i v i n e Logos, who was "founded b e f o r e the w o r l d " 
had taken upon h i m s e l f t h a t economy on man's b e h a l f ; they 
had an i n h e r i t a n c e p r e d e s t i n e d f o r them i n t h a t the d i v i n e 
Logos was e t e r n a l l y d e s t i n e d t o t a k e , f o r man's sake, upon 
h i m s e l f t h r o u g h the f l e s h a l l t h a t i n h e r i t a n c e o f ju d g e -
ment which would l i e a g a i n s t men, and so b r i n g about t h e i r 
becoming sons o f God i n C h r i s t ; they r e c e i v e d grace " b e f o r e 
the w o r l d began" i n t h a t the grace l a t e r g i v e n t o man was 
s t o r e d i n C h r i s t from e t e r n i t y . Secondly, At h a n a s i u s 
r e i t e r a t e s t h a t i t was r i g h t and pr o p e r t h a t man's 
s a l v a t i o n s h o u l d have been p r e d e s t i n e d i n the e t e r n a l 
God. For God foreknew t h a t man's weak n a t u r e would 
need h e l p and s a l v a t i o n , and i t would have been u n f i t t i n g 
f o r the Fa t h e r , who was e t e r n a l l y good t o r e f u s e t o g i v e 
t h i s succour. Moreover, even as the wise a r c h i t e c t who 
proposes t o b u i l d a house, c o n s u l t s about r e p a i r i n g i t 
l e s t i t sh o u l d become d i l a p i d a t e d a f t e r i t s h a v i n g been 
b u i l t , and even p r o v i d e s the means o f r e p a i r s h o u l d t he 
need a r i s e , so God founded i n C h r i s t man's r e c r e a t i o n 
even p r i o r t o man's e x i s t e n c e . 
Thus man's s a l v a t i o n , a c c o r d i n g t o A t h a n a s i u s , 
was one whose w i l l and purpose was pre p a r e d b e f o r e t i m e , 
b u t whose e f f e c t o n l y o c c u r r e d when the need aro s e , and 
when the Logos came amongst men t o meet t h a t need ( 8 7 ) . 
For the s a l v a t i o n o f men to be e f f e c t i v e , two 
c o n d i t i o n s were necessary: o f paramount i m p o r t a n c e , t h e 
Logos had t o be t r u l y God; a g a i n , t he Logos had t o become 
t r u l y man o f men. 
That the Logos was e s s e n t i a l l y d i v i n e i s At h a n a s i u s ' 
main p o i n t o f argument w i t h the A r i a n s . I t s importance 
f o r man's s a l v a t i o n , however, Ath a n a s i u s s t r e s s e s i n s e v e r a l 
passages. None o t h e r b u t the Lord was able t o be the source 
o f man's s a l v a t i o n . Indeed, s a l v a t i o n , o r d e i f i c a t i o n , 
would be secure, and t r u e man would be u n i t e d t o t r u e 
d i v i n i t y o n l y t h r o u g h t he d i v i n e Logos' becoming i n c a r n a t e . 
For had i t n o t been the d i v i n e Logos who became man, man 
would n o t have been made capable o f d i v i n i t y , as i t was 
o n l y the Logos o f God who had i n h i m s e l f the power t o 
bestow d i v i n i t y . 
C e r t a i n l y , had the Logos been a c r e a t u r e a l o n e , 
man's s a l v a t i o n would n o t have been e f f e c t e d . For a 
c r e a t u r e c o u l d n o t r e c r e a t e e r e a t i o n ; " f o r a c r e a t u r e c o u l d 
n o t j o i n erea-tures t o God, i t s e l f s e e k i n g one t o j o i n i t ; 
n o r c o u l d a p o r t i o n o f c r e a t i o n have been c r e a t i o n ' s 
s a l v a t i o n , i t needing s a l v a t i o n i tse I f . . ."( 88) . Moreover, 
had the Sav i o u r o f men, the Logos, been a c r e a t u r e , man 
would have been ever i n p e r i l o f death. For b e i n g caught 
i n the endless b a t t l e between the c r e a t u r e l y Son and the 
c r e a t u r e l y D e v i l , man would have had none i n whom and 
thr o u g h whom he mi g h t be saved b o t h from the f e a r o f 
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death which stems from the D e v i l , and t o l i v e e t e r n a l l y 
i n h o l y communion w i t h God. 
Thus i t i s c l e a r l y t r u e t h a t f o r Athanasius man 
would n o t have been d e i f i e d i f he had been j o i n e d t o a 
c r e a t u r e ; he would n o t have been saved u n l e s s the Son 
was t r u l y God; he would n o t have been b r o u g h t i n t o God's 
presence u n l e s s the s u b j e c t o f the i n c a r n a t i o n was n a t u r a l l y 
and t r u l y the Father's Logos; and he would n o t have been 
made d i v i n e " u n l e s s he who became f l e s h was n a t u r a l l y o f the 
Fath e r and was h i s t r u e and p e c u l i a r L o g o s . . . " ( 8 9 ) . 
I t f o l l o w s from the above t h a t man t h e r e f o r e c o u l d 
n o t have e f f e c t e d h i s own s a l v a t i o n . For i n the o r i g i n a l 
c r e a t i o n men had been u n f a i t h f u l t o God's h o l y w i l l , and 
hence had bro u g h t about the f a l l o f c r e a t i o n . I n the face 
o f such weakness, i t was necessary t h e r e f o r e t o f i n d 
someone e l s e t o renew the o r i g i n a l c r e a t i o n , and t o pre s e r v e 
i n t a c t t h i s new c r e a t i o n . A g a i n , man, b e i n g a c r e a t u r e , 
would n o t have been a b l e t o r e j o i n man to God. "For how 
had a work been j o i n e d t o the C r e a t o r by a work ? or what 
succour had come from l i k e to l i k e , when one as w e l l as 
the o t h e r need i t ? " . ( 9 0 ) 
Thus, m o r t a l men c o u l d n o t undo God's sentence, n o r 
r e m i t man's s i n , b o t h b e i n g works o f God's d o i n g a l o n e . 
I t was n o t , however, s u f f i c i e n t f o r t h i s d i v i n e 
Logos t o e f f e c t man's s a l v a t i o n from w i t h o u t the human 
sphere. For w h i l e i t would have been p o s s i b l e f o r God 
to have r e c r e a t e d man i n the image o f God merely through h i s 
c r e a t i v e word, such was n o t e x p e d i e n t . Rather h i s becoming 
man was the o n l y means o f e f f e c t i n g man's s a l v a t i o n which 
would have been b o t h p r o f i t a b l e f o r man, and f i t t i n g . For 
had God b u t undone the curse upon man by h i s c r e a t i v e 
f i a t , man would have been r e l e a s e d from t h a t c u r s e . Yet 
he would have become o n l y a second Adam, such as Adam 
was b e f o r e the F a l l , i n t h a t he would have r e c e i v e d grace 
from w i t T i O U t , i t n o t b e i n g u n i t e d t o the body; he would 
have become even as he had been when i n i t i a l l y p l a c e d i n 
P a r a d i s e , i f even t h a t , he h a v i n g then l e a r n t t o t r a n s g r e s s 
God's w i l l , a lesson w h i c h he had n o t e x p e r i e n c e d i n h i s 
i n i t i a l c r e a t i o n . Moreover, h i s s a l v a t i o n would n o t then 
have been secure. For had he been tempted again by the 
Serpent, he would have y i e l d e d , and t h u s , r e m a i n i n g under 
g u i l t no l e s s than b e f o r e , man would again have s t o o d i n 
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i n need o f God t o undo y e t again the curse o f s i n unto 
death t h r o u g h h i s d i v i n e f i a t . Indeed, as o f t e n as he 
s i n n e d , so o f t e n would he s t a n d i n need o f f o r g i v e n e s s . 
Under such a method o f s a l v a t i o n man would have remained 
ever i n danger o f b e i n g enslaved to s i n and never f r e e 
from s i n ; moreover, being i n themselves f l e s h , they would 
have been worsened ever by the Law on account o f the weak-
ness o f the f l e s h . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d e x t e r n a l l y 
t o man's l i m i t e d realm was not s a t i s f a c t o r y , the d i v i n e 
Logos, t he source o f man's new l i f e , e n t e r e d i n t o t h e 
c r e a t u r e l y realm. The d i v i n e Logos became man. Yet, 
even t h e n , had the Logos n o t become t r u l y man, man would 
n o t have been saved; he would n o t have been f r e e d from 
s i n and the curse u n l e s s the f l e s h which the Logos p u t 
on was t r u l y human. For o t h e r w i s e man would have had 
n o t h i n g i n common w i t h what was f o r e i g n ; t h e r e would have 
been no p o i n t o f c o n t a c t between man i n need o f s a l v a t i o n 
and the S a v i o u r , t h e d i v i n e Logos. Indeed, t h i s p o i n t o f 
c o n t a c t i s c e n t r a l t o A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f salv-
a t i o n . For i n the Logos' assuming man's f l e s h , man became 
u n i t e d t o the Logos t h r o u g h the k i n s h i p o f the f l e s h . By 
the d i v i n e Logos' assumption o f human c a t e g o r i e s , men were 
i n c o r p o r a t e d , a n d compacted and bound t o g e t h e r i n him t h r o u g h 
the l i k e n e s s o f the f l e s h . Thus the d i v i n e Logos assumed 
t h r o u g h man's f l e s h a l l t h a t i n h e r i t a n c e o f judgement 
which l a y a g a i n s t men, and man shared i n C h r i s t ' s r e s u r -
r e c t i o n and e t e r n a l l i f e i n God, a b i d i n g i m m o r t a l and i n -
c o r r u p t i b l e . I n s h o r t , C h r i s t ' s humanity i s t h a t whereby 
the d i v i n e Logos, t h e L i f e o f God, i d e n t i f i e s e s s e n t i a l l y , 
and s e c u r e l y , w i t h men, and t h e r e b y man shares f u l l y i n 
God's grace. 
This same p o i n t , which i n c i d e n t a l l y echoes the 
thought o f DI.44, i s made again i n Ch.56, even though 
under a d i f f e r e n t g u i s e t h e r e . For Atha n a s i u s s t a t e s t h a t 
" i f he was n o t c r e a t e d f o r us, we are n o t c r e a t e d i n him; 
and i f n o t c r e a t e d i n him, we have him n o t i n o u r s e l v e s , 
but e x t e r n a l l y . . . . " ( 9 1 ) . For I f the Logos was not c r e a t e d 
f o r man, he would have remained b u t a t e a c h e r f o r men, and 
s i n would n o t have l o s t i t s r e i g n over man's f l e s h , b e i n g 
i n h e r e n t , and n o t c a s t out o f i t . I n f a c t , however, the 
Logos was c r e a t e d f o r us. Hence, t h r o u g h h i s i n d w e l l i n g 
t h e f l e s h , s i n was p e r f e c t l y e x p e l l e d from i t , and men 
r e c e i v e d a f r e e mind. I n Ch. 56 t h e r e f o r e the c e n t r a l i t y 
o f t h e d i v i n e Logos' e s s e n t i a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h man i n 
and t h r o u g h h i s assumed humanity f o r the s e c u r i t y o f man's 
s a l v a t i o n i s again s t r e s s e d . 
The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos w i t h man 
th r o u g h the c r e a t u r e l y body i s again emphasised i n Ch.61. 
The Logos i s " l i k e man i n r e s p e c t o f the body; he i s man's 
b r o t h e r on account o f the l i k e n e s s o f body".(92). T h e r e f o r e 
as the body i s the means o f the d i v i n e Logos' i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
w i t h men, so i t i s a l s o the medium o f h i s grace to men. 
Thus t h r o u g h i t came the r e v e l a t i o n o f God, and the 
s a l v a t i o n o f men. I n s h o r t , the humanity o f the d i v i n e 
Logos was one w i t h men's, b u t i n i t s b e i n g the Logos', 
i t was saved. Yet i n t h a t man's humanity was e s s e n t i a l l y 
one w i t h C h r i s t ' s , man's humanity was saved i n C h r i s t ' s . 
" C h r i s t ' s f l e s h was saved and l i b e r a t e d , as b e i n g the Logos' 
body; h e n c e f o r t h , we b e i n g i n c o r p o r a t e d w i t h i t , are saved 
a f t e r i t s p a t t e r n " . ( 9 3 ) . 
I t seems c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t f o r A t h a n a s i u s the 
source o f s a l v a t i o n was the e s s e n t i a l l y d i v i n e Son o f 
God. E q u a l l y , i t seems c e r t a i n t h a t the o u t w o r k i n g o f 
t h i s s a l v a t i o n had t o take p l a c e i n i n t i m a t e communion 
w i t h c r e a t u r e l y man. For t h i s reason t h e r e f o r e the d i v i n e 
Logos had t o become f u l l y man f o r a l l men. For i n the 
i n c a r n a t e Logos, man's s a l v a t i o n was guaranteed. Here 
t h e r e f o r e A thanasius g i v e s a f u l l e r meaning t o the 
e n t i t l i n g C h r i s t ' s humanity t o organon. 
As i n the CG-DI , so here Athanasius s t i l l sees 
man's s a l v a t i o n as b e i n g t w o f o l d ; i t i s the renewal o f 
man's knowledge o f God, and the redemption o f man from 
the m o r t a l i t y and c o r r u p t i o n n a t u r a l t o him, t o a l i f e 
i n God. 
As a r e s u l t o f man's f o o l i s h w i l f u l n e s s , he became 
i g n o r a n t o f the t r u e God, p r e f e r r i n g the n o n - e x i s t e n t t o 
the T r u t h . God, however, was n o t w i l l i n g f o r t h i s t o 
c o n t i n u e . Thus God,"in p i t y and d e s i r i n g t o be known by 
a l l , made h i s own Son t o put on a human body and become 
man t h a t i n t h i s he might d e l i v e r a l l from f a l s e 
w o r s h i p and c o r r u p t i o n and might h i m s e l f become Lord and 
Ki n g o f a l l " . ( 9 4 ) . The same p o i n t i s made i n 16. 10-11, " i n 
b e i n g made man he i s m a n i f e s t e d as Lord o f the l i v i n g and 
the dead.".Thus was the renewal o f man's knowledge o f 
God e f f e c t e d . 
Two p o i n t s must be made w i t h r e f e r e n c e to t h i s 
renewal i n the knowledge o f God: the Logos d i d not merely 
e f f e c t a g l o r i o u s theophany i n h i s s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n . He 
r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f i n mercy, i n a manner which men c o u l d 
bear, and t h e r e f o r e a p p r e c i a t e , the Logos h a v i n g become 
one w i t h those t o whom he was r e v e a l i n g h i m s e l f , and i n 
such a way t h a t n o t the F a t h e r b u t men, who were t r u l y 
men o n l y i n t h e i r c o g n i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the F a t h e r , 
might b e n e f i t . Again, statements such as 14.7,"he d i d 
n o t make him s i m p l y man, b u t made him t h a t he might be 
Lord o f a l l men",are n o t t o be seen as s u g g e s t i n g t h a t 
the F a t h e r's l o r d s h i p was i n any way whatsoever dependent 
upon the w o r l d . For 14.7 , and l i k e s t a t e m e n t s , are 
concerned w i t h the r e v e l a t i o n o f God's l o r d s h i p , and n o t 
w i t h h i s s t a t e m e n t s , are concerned w i t h the r e v e l a t i o n o f 
God's l o r d s h i p , and n o t w i t h h i s n a t u r e . "For the C h r i s t , 
b e i n g by n a t u r e Lord and K i n g e t e r n a l , does n o t become 
Lord more than he was a t the t i m e he i s sent f o r t h ; nor 
then does he begin t o be Lord and K i n g . For what he i s 
e v e r , t h a t he i s then made a c c o r d i n g t o the f l e s h " . ( 9 5 ) . 
I n o t h e r words, the Logos' l o r d s h i p was n o t 
dependent upon t h e r e c o g n i t i o n o f i t by man; f o r he was 
Lord e t e r n a l l y . 14.7 t h e r e f o r e means t h a t God's l o r d s h i p 
was r e v e a l e d t h r o u g h the I n c a r n a t i o n i n such a manner t h a t 
men r e c o g n i s e d i t , and r i g h t l y and w i l l i n g l y s u b m i t t e d to 
i t . I n and t h r o u g h C h r i s t men were br o u g h t t o a r i g h t 
r e a l i s a t i o n o f t h e i r t r u e and g l o r i o u s p o s i t i o n as s e r v a n t s 
o f the t r u e l o r d ; t h e y were b r o u g h t t o a s s e n t i n g t o the 
e t e r n a l k i n g s h i p o f God, which was h i s n a t u r a l l y from 
e t e r n i t y . 
While i t i s the same Wisdom of God who f o r m e r l y 
m a n i f e s t e d i t s e l f t h r o u g h i t s own image i n c r e a t u r e s , 
and who more r e c e n t l y r e v e a l e d i t s e l f , and i n i t s e l f the 
F a t h e r , i n i t s becoming man, the subsequent s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n 
was more c e r t a i n . For f o r m e r l y God w i l l e d t o be known 
t h r o u g h a shadowy image of wisdom which was i n c r e a t u r e s . 
Now, however, the F a t h e r had made the t r u e Wisdom t o take 
f l e s h i t s e l f , and to r e v e a l t h e Godhead t h e r e i n , t h a t by 
f a i t h i n him, a l l who b e l i e v e might be saved. I n c i d e n t a l l y 
i t i s w o r t h n o t i n g here t h a t w h i l e from elsewhere i t i s 
c l e a r t h a t s a l v a t i o n i s open t o a l l men, t h i s passage seems 
to suggest t h a t o n l y those who t r u l y respond t o God's 
redeeming a c t i v i t y towards man w i l l be saved. Here again 
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we have evidence t h a t Athanasius does n o t accept u n i v e r s a l i s m . 
When t r e a t i n g C h r i s t ' s s a l v a t i o n o f man, Athanasius 
i n f a c t c o n c e n t r a t e s upon man's redemption from h i s 
c o r r u p t i b l e m o r t a l i t y . 
Man was o r i g i n a l l y c r e a t e d p e r f e c t and complete by 
God. However, t h r o u g h man's s i n i n Adam, he was e x p e l l e d 
from P a r a d i s e , p a r a d i s e b e i n g synonymous w i t h joyous com-
munion w i t h God; he was found w a n t i n g , t h a t m i s s i n g from 
man be i n g i m m o r t a l i t y , and the p a t h t o p a r a d i s e ; he became 
dead t h r o u g h h i s s i n . 
A l t h o u g h such m o r t a l i t y was man's r i g h t f u l reward 
f o r h i s t r a n s g r e s s i n g o f God's w i l l , God was n o t w i l l i n g 
t o leave man i n t h i s s t a t e . For i t was u n f i t t i n g t h a t 
t h i s work o f God s h o u l d remain i m p e r f e c t . T h e r e f o r e the 
d i v i n e Logos, t h r o u g h h i s l o v e f o r men, humbled h i m s e l f 
and became mar?. The p e r f e c t Logos o f God assumed man's 
i m p e r f e c t body. Through t h i s assumption, the Logos 
t h e r e f o r e took upon h i m s e l f the m o r t a l i t y and the curse 
upon man, w i t h o u t , however, h i m s e l f becoming m o r t a l i t y , 
o r curse and s i n . This f l e s h , which he had assumed, the 
Logos then o f f e r e d t o death. I n t h a t the assumed humanity 
o f the Logos was m o r t a l , God the Logos d i e d i n i t . I n , 
however, t h a t the body was t h a t o f the d i v i n e Logos, i t 
rose a g a i n , b e i n g l i b e r a t e d from d e a t h . Thus t h e v e r y 
f l e s h which t h r o u g h t r a n s g r e s s i o n the f i r s t Adam p u t t o 
de a t h , the same f l e s h t h e Logos, the Second Adam, made a l i v e . 
The Logos' r a i s i n g h i s own body had f a r - r e a c h i n g 
consequences. Men, who were I n c o r p o r a t e w i t h i t , were 
saved a f t e r i t s p a t t e r n . Thus s i n c e C h r i s t o f f e r e d h i s 
assumed humanity t o d e a t h on b e h a l f o f a l l who were l i a b l e 
t o d e a t h , a l l men d i e d t h r o u g h I t and the sentence was 
completed. For i n r e c e i v i n g on b e h a l f o f a l l men a l l the 
i n h e r i t a n c e o f judgement a g a i n s t them, the C h r i s t p a i d 
the debt i n t h e i r s t e a d . I n and th r o u g h C h r i s t ' s r e s u r -
r e c t i o n , men were r a i s e d ; they were f r e e d from s i n , and 
g i v e n a f r e e mind. Moreover, the C h r i s t p e r f e c t e d what 
was missing t o man, namely i m m o r t a l i t y and the way t o 
p a r a d i s e ; i n C h r i s t men a t t a i n e d u n t o the p e r f e c t man and 
remained i m m o r t a l and i n c o r r u p t i b l e . For he had been 
i n t h e Image o f God, and h i s f l e s h had been s a n c t i f i e d by 
i t s r e c e i v i n g t h e g i f t o f the Holy S p i r i t . I n s h o r t , the 
Logos i n c a r n a t e r e c r e a t e d man capable o f godhead. 
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As a r e s u l t o f the redemption o f man i n C h r i s t , 
man's r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h God became more i n t i m a t e . For 
i n and t h r o u g h the Logos' d w e l l i n g i n men, the C r e a t o r 
God became "Fat h e r " t o them; i n t h e i r r e c e i v i n g the S p i r i t 
o f the Son, men became c h i l d r e n o f God. Moreover, i n the 
d i v i n e Logos' becoming man, the d i v i n e C r e a t o r o f man 
became man's b r o t h e r . So the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n o f God and 
man was e f f e c t e d . 
As we have seen , man had become i m p e r f e c t t h r o u g h 
h i s t r a n s g r e s s i o n o f God's w i l l and was r e c r e a t e d unto 
p e r f e c t manhood, h a v i n g been p e r f e c t e d i n C h r i s t . Con-
s i d e r i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s a s s e r t s t h a t man had been c r e a t e d 
p e r f e c t o r i g i n a l l y and s e e i n g t h a t he was r e c r e a t e d p e r f e c t 
i n C h r i s t , one might suppose t h a t man had merely been 
r e s t o r e d as he had been made i n the b e g i n n i n g . Yet one 
would be wrong t o suppose such. For man had been r e c r e a t e d 
m eizoni c h a r i t i ( 9 6 ) . For h a v i n g r i s e n from the dead, men 
no l o n g e r f e a r e d d e a t h , b u t i n C h r i s t r e i g n e d i n the 
heavens. For whereas o r i g i n a l l y man had f e a r e d d e a t h , the 
grace of God, namely the Law, which p r o t e c t e d him from i t 
b e i n g e x t e r n a l , now man no l o n g e r f e a r e d m o r t a l i t y , the 
p r o t e c t i v e grace o f God b e i n g i n t e r n a l . For God had made 
t h a t grace i n s e p a r a b l y man's th r o u g h h i s t a k i n g f l e s h and 
bes t o w i n g grace upon i t i n C h r i s t . 
A few b r i e f p o i n t s , which a r i s e from A t h a n a s i u s ' 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the atonement o f God's b e i n g and men's, 
remain to be n o t e d . As i n h i s e a r l i e r works, so i n C.Ar.2, 
C h r i s t ' s humanity i s seen i n bo t h i t s i n t e n s i v e and i t s 
e x t e n s i v e a s p e c t s . I t i s C h r i s t ' s p e r s o n a l l y , taken t o be 
the organ i n and t h r o u g h which the s a l v a t i o n o f a l l o t h e r 
men i s e f f e c t e d . Yet i t i s a l s o t h a t humanity i n which 
a l l men a r e , i n which a l l men d i e and i n which a l l are 
e x a l t e d . Again, the d i v i n e Logos i n c a r n a t e i s he who f r e e s 
man from s i n and from the bondage o f c o r r u p t i o n . He i t 
i s who g i v e s man t r u e freedom. This freedom i s , however, 
n o t an a b s t r a c t freedom. I t i s a freedom w i t h respon-
s i b i l i t i e s . For i t i s a freedom t o God, and i s con-
s e q u e n t l y the e n i g m a t i c freedom to serve man's t r u e Lord, 
God. I n C.Ar.2 Jesus C h r i s t was again b o t h High P r i e s t 
and v i c t i m , he o f f e r i n g h i m s e l f i n h i s s a c r i f i c i a l death 
t o h i s Father f o r a l l men. C h r i s t was n o t , however, 
e t e r n a l l y High p r i e s t , b u t o n l y e v e r l a s t i n g l y . For b e i n g 
the Logos e t e r n a l l y , he was l a t e r made h i g h p r i e s t . As 
h i g h p r i e s t , C h r i s t was supreme. For whereas under the Law 
t h e r e was a succession o f h i g h p r i e s t s , C h r i s t ' s h i g h p r i e s t -
hood was w i t h o u t t r a n s i t i o n o r s u c c e s s i o n ; he was the 
f a i t h f u l h i g h p r i e s t , r e m a i n i n g f o r ever. S i m i l a r l y , 
C h r i s t ' s s a c r i f i c e f a r outpassed those o f the p e r i o d o f 
the Law. For the l a t t e r were e f f e c t i v e f o r the c l e a n s i n g 
o f the g u i l t t h a t arose from a p a r t i c u l a r wrong d o i n g . 
Yet t h e i r e f f e c t i v e n e s s passed away w i t h t i m e , new wrong-
d o i n g r e q u i r i n g new s a c r i f i c e s to e f f e c t the c l e a n s i n g from 
g u i l t . C h r i s t ' s s a c r i f i c e , however, was p i s t e . For h a v i n g 
happened once, i t p e r f e c t e d e v e r y t h i n g , and remained f o r 
ever ( 9 7 ) , n o t coming t o nought. L a s t l y , man's s a l v a t i o n 
was n o t s o l e l y a p a s s i v e e v e n t . He d i d n o t merely r e c e i v e 
the grace o f s a l v a t i o n a u t o m a t i c a l l y . Rather, as we have 
seen, a l t h o u g h s a l v a t i o n was a v a i l a b l e t o a l l , i t was 
e f f e c t e d o n l y i n those who b e l i e v e d i n C h r i s t ; f o r i n 
judgement each man s h a l l r e c e i v e a c c o r d i n g t o h i s works. 
I n o t h e r words, f o r A t h a n a s i u s , t o be i n C h r i s t was n o t 
merely a p a s s i v e and r e c e p t i v e s t a t e . Rather, i t was an 
a c t i v i t y by a l l i n the s t r e n g t h o f God's grace. I t 
i n c l u d e d an outward, a c t i v e c o n f i r m a t i o n o f one's s t a t e 
o f b e i n g saved i n C h r i s t . 
As i n the CG-DI, so i n the C.Ar.2., Ath a n a s i u s 
a l l o w s the v a r i o u s t h e o l o g i c a l passages t o d i c t a t e the use 
o f the v a r i o u s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a e . Thus w h i l e 
Athanasius was speaking i n the CG-DI o f the Logos' 
r e v e l a t i o n i n c r e a t i o n , o r h i s d e a t h , Athanasius r e f e r r e d 
to the Logos' d o i n g so i n h i s assumed b o d y , i t b e i n g t h a t 
w h i c h p a r t i c u l a r l y p o i n t e d t o the Logos' s h a r i n g i n man's 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s and m o r t a l i t y . S i m i l a r l y , when the A l e x -
a n d r i a n was speaking o f the Logos' h e a l i n g o f man i n the 
image, he r e f e r r e d the h e a l i n g t o the Logos' becoming 
man, 'man' b e i n g the h a l l - m a r k o f man's p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i n the Image o f God. While t h i s f i t t i n g o f p a r t i c u l a r 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l formulae t o s u i t a b l e c o n t e x t s e x i s t s i n the 
C.Ar.2, i t i s not as obvious as i n the CG-DI. This i s 
p a r t l y because the C.Ar. 1-3 are more concerned w i t h the 
Sonship o f the Logos than h i s i n c a r n a t e s t a t e , and p a r t l y 
because Athanasius i s eager t o q u a l i f y the i n d i v i d u a l 
s tatements r e g a r d i n g C h r i s t o l o g y , and thus t o exclude 
e i t h e r the b e l i e f t h a t the Logos a l t e r e d i n h i s e t e r n a l l y 
d i v i n e n a t u r e in becoming man or f l e s h , o r the d e n i a l o f 
the Logos' assuming a r a t i o n a l human s o u l i n h i s assuming 
f l e s h o r a body. Yet the f i t t i n g o f C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
f o r m u l a e t o p a r t i c u l a r c o n t e x t s does e x i s t i n the C.Ar. 2. 
Athanasius uses such cla u s e s as "the Logos assumed a body" 
to m a i n t a i n the e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n between the C r e a t o r 
and c r e a t i o n , ' i n c o r p o r e a l i t y ' b e i n g the h a l l - m a r k o f the 
C r e a t o r God, and ' c o r p o r e a l i t y ' t h a t o f c r e a t i o n . Again, 
Athanasius uses body and f l e s h , the l a t t e r i n i t s s u b s t a n t i a l 
sense, i n the c o n t e x t o f C h r i s t ' s death ( 9 8 ) , the Logos 
d y i n g o n l y i n and th r o u g h the m o r t a l i t y o f man's c r e a t u r e -
l i n e s s . F u r t h e r , 'body' and i t s cognates are used b o t h 
t o emphasise the oneness ac h i e v e d i n the I n c a r n a t i o n 
between the i m m a t e r i a l C r e a t o r Logos and the m a t e r i a l 
c r e a t i o n ( 9 9 ) , and t o e x p l a i n the Logos' c r e a t i o n i n r e s p e c t 
o f h i s assumption o f human c r e a t u r e l i n e s s ( 1 0 0 ) . 'Man', 
w i t h i t s p e r s o n a l o v e r t o n e s , i s a l s o used i n f i t t i n g 
c o n t e x t s . For when w i s h i n g t o c o n c e n t r a t e upon the f u l l n e s s 
o f the human personhood o f C h r i s t , A thanasius uses the 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a 'the Logos became man' i n o r d e r 
t o q u a l i f y o t h e r C h r i s t o l o g i c a l statements which are 
ambiguous upon t h a t s u b j e c t . 
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CHAPTER 4. 
CONTRA ARIANOS 3 
C . Ar . 3 i s v e r y l i k e C_. A r . 1-2 i n i t s purpose. I t 
s e t s out p r i n c i p a l l y to c o u n t e r the A r i a n t h r e a t t o the 
t r a d i t i o n a l t r i n i t a r i a n t hought of the Church, and t h e i r 
removal o f the e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n between the d i v i n e 
C r e a t o r Logos and the c r e a t u r e l y cosmos. I t i s t r u e 
t h a t u n l i k e the C^Ar. 1-2, C.Ar. 3 t r e a t s o f c e r t a i n o f 
the Gospel r e f e r e n c e s t o the human passions of C h r i s t . 
Yet C.Ar. 3 does n ot t r e a t them f o r t h e i r own sake, as 
i t m i g h t have done, had i t been a work p a r t i c u l a r l y con-
cerned w i t h expounding C h r i s t ' s humanity. Rather, C.Ar. 3 
t r e a t s the Gospel r e f e r e n c e s to the human passions o f 
C h r i s t , by the m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f which the A r i a n s 
ranked i n c r e a t i o n him by whom the c r e a t i o n was made and 
so s e p a r a t e d the u n i t y o f the Father and the Son, i n o r d e r 
t o s a f e g u a r d the t r u e d i v i n i t y which the Logos shared 
p e r f e c t l y w i t h h i s Father. By a t t r i b u t i n g C h r i s t ' s 
m u t a b i l i t y and p a s s i b i l i t y r e f e r r e d t o i n the i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
v e r ses o f the Gospels t o the human economy of the Logos, 
C.Ar. 3 p r e s e r v e d i n t a c t the immutable and i m p a s s i b l e 
Logos i n h i s d i v i n e economy. I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s , i n answer t o A r i a n i s m , s e t s out i n C.Ar.3 
t o p r e s e r v e the u n i t y o f the Godhead, and t o m a i n t a i n 
the d i s t i n c t i o n o f the d i v i n e C r e a t o r and c r e a t u r e , by 
a t t r i b u t i n g the v a r i o u s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l verses o f the Gospels 
to the a p p r o p r i a t e economies o f the Logos, e i t h e r d i v i n e 
o r human . 
I t f o l l o w s from t h i s t h a t A thanasius i s not t h e r e -
f o r e a t t e m p t i n g i n C.Ar.3 to e s t a b l i s h an a n t h r o p o l o g y 
f o r the i n c a r n a t e Logos. He o n l y t r e a t s o f C h r i s t ' s 
humanity as a means t o an end. Hence w h i l e we must 
remember i n our st u d y o f C h r i s t ' s humanity as p o r t r a y e d 
i n C.Ar.3 t h a t the s u b j e c t o f our r e s e a r c h i s but a 
means t o an end f o r A t h a n a s i u s ' work, we may y e t , w i t h c a r e , 
s t u d y t h a t means. 
As thr o u g h o u t the e a r l i e r books o f the C^Ar., so 
here the d i v i n e Logos o f the Father i s the s u b j e c t o f the 
i n c a r n a t i o n . He who became man i s always God, the Son, 
the Logos, b e i n g b o t h the e f f u l g e n c e and wisdom of the Fat h e r , 
as w i t n e s s e d by a l l o f the d i v i n e l y i n s p i r e d S c r i p t u r e s . 
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As the d i v i n e Logos, the Son o f the F a t h e r , the Lord, he 
i s i n c o r p o r e a l , the mark o f the t r u e Godhead; he i s 
e t e r n a l and immutable as the use o f a e i and o f the 
c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t tense o f e i n a i i n such phrases as a e i on 
theos (1) suggests; he i s he who o r d e r s the cosmos i n 
accordance w i t h the Father's w i l l t h r o u g h h i s p r o v i d e n t i a l 
c r e a t i o n . Being the c r e a t o r o f the u n i v e r s e , he i s 
d i s s i m i l a r from o r i g i n a t e b e i n g s , b u t s i m i l a r t o the 
Fath e r ( 2 ) , b e i n g p r o p e r t o the Father's essence. The 
s u b j e c t o f the i n c a r n a t i o n i s t h e r e f o r e r e a l l y and t r u l y 
one w i t h h i s own F a t h e r . 
I t was t h i s d i v i n e Logos of the Father who became 
man, an i n c a r n a t i o n which i s d e s c r i b e d v a r i o u s l y . To these 
d e s c r i p t i o n s we now t u r n . For ease o f p r e s e n t a t i o n , and 
no o t h e r reason, we s h a l l use again the form o f p r e s e n t a t i o n 
adopted i n our e a r l i e r s t u d i e s of C,Ar. 1 and 2. 
I n the most g e n e r a l sense, t h e I n c a r n a t i o n o f the 
d i v i n e Logos was d e s c r i b e d as the e n f l e s h e d presence of 
the S a v i o u r (3) and as the s o j o u r n i n g o f the Logos ( 4 ) , 
whe r e i n the d i v i n e Logos s o j o u r n e d amongst men i n o r d e r 
to e f f e c t t h e i r s a l v a t i o n , the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l m o t i f b e i n g 
p a r t i c u l a r l y c l e a r i n 3 9 . 3 8 f f and 3 9 . 3 f f . epidemein i s 
a l s o used i n 30.28, i n r e f e r e n c e t o h e t e r o d o x i c a l 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l t h o u g h t . For t h e r e A t h a n a s i u s warns h i s 
readers n o t t o b e l i e v e t h a t as i n fo r m e r days the Logos 
came upon the v a r i o u s s a i n t s so even now he came upon a man. 
epidemein e i s i s here used as a synonym w i t h e i s anthropon 
e l the and e i s hekaston ton hagion egeneto ( 5 ) , and as opposed 
i n meaning to anthropos gegone ( 6 ) . epidemia and i t s cog-
na t e s t h e r e f o r e seem to have t h e i r p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e i n 
the d i v i n e Logos, and n o t so much i n h i s assumed humanity; 
they seem t o d e s c r i b e the s o j o u r n i n g o f the e t e r n a l Logos 
i n the sphere o f time and space - a s o j o u r n w h i c h , as i t 
i t s e l f suggests, was n o t c o n s e q u e n t i a l upon h i s d i v i n e 
n a t u r e - r a t h e r than to expound the p a r t i c u l a r r e l a t i o n s h i p 
o f the d i v i n e Logos t o the man whom he became by e n t e r i n g 
i n t o the sphere o f time and space. The d e s c r i p t i o n of the 
i n c a r n a t i o n as the e n f l e s h e d presence o f the Logos and 
the s o j o u r n i n g o f the Logos have b o t h been met b e f o r e i n 
C.Ar. 1 and 2. That o f the i n c a r n a t i o n as the human 
m i n i s t r y o f the Logos (7) i s new to C.Ar. L e i t o u r g i a 
b r i n g s w i t h i t the i d e a o f pious s e r v i c e rendered to God, 
and t o the community o f man. For i t encompasses both the 
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c u l t i c sense, drawn from Old Testament usage, and the i d e a 
o f d o i n g t h i n g s which are r e l a t e d , n o t to p r i v a t e concerns, 
b u t t o the n a t i o n a l community as a p o l i t i c a l u n i t y , an 
i d e a e s p e c i a l l y p r e v a l e n t i n Homeric t h o u g h t . The term 
t h e r e f o r e p i c k s up the idea o f C h r i s t b e i n g the P r i e s t o f 
God a c t i n g f o r the s a l v a t i o n o f mankind. 
More p a r t i c u l a r l y , the i n c a r n a t i o n i s d e s c r i b e d 
as the d i v i n e Logos' becoming something i n h i m s e l f . He 
became man ( 8 ) ; he became the Son o f Man ( 9 ) . For he had 
become human, ha v i n g endured human g e n e r a t i o n ( 1 0 ) . The 
i n c a r n a t i o n i s a l s o spoken o f i n the Johannine manner; 
the d i v i n e Logos o f the Father became f l e s h ( 1 1 ) . 
C e n t r a l t o A t h a n a s i u s 1 u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the 
I n c a r n a t i o n i s the b e l i e f t h a t the d i v i n e Logos broke i n t o 
the o r i g i n a t e realm i n a unique manner. When he became 
man, he t r u l y became man. He d i d n o t merely e n t e r (12) 
i n t o a man (13) or merely e f f e c t an epiphany (14) by coming 
upon the man Jesus as he had f o r m e r l y upon the s a i n t s and 
pro p h e t s ( 1 5 ) . Rather i n becoming man, the d i v i n e Logos 
ex p e r i e n c e d t r u e becoming; he h i m s e l f e n t e r e d i n t o the 
o r i g i n a t e w o r l d o f becoming. 
Nor need the phrase hote gegonen e i s auto (soma)(16) 
cause us to doubt the r e a l i t y o f the Logos' becoming. 
There i s here no i n t e n t i o n whatsoever to deny the t r u e 
becoming o f the Logos by a s u g g e s t i o n o f l a t e n t A p o l l i n a r i a n i s m . 
For, as we have a l r e a d y seen, Athanasius a s s e r t s t h a t the 
d i v i n e Logos became man, and d i d n o t e n t e r i n t o a man, and 
i t i s i n the l i g h t o f t h i s t h a t we must u n d e r s t a n d 39.40-41. 
Ag a i n , gegonen e i s auto (soma) i s p a r a l l e l e d by the phrase 
te s e l s ten sarka kathedou ( 1 7 ) , the l a t t e r phrase b e i n g 
q u a l i f i e d i n t u r n by the Johannine C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a 
"the Logos became f l e s h " ( 1 8 ) . Indeed, the clauses "when 
he came i n t o i t ( s c . b o d y ) , then he r e c e i v e d those t h i n g s 
from the F a t h e r " and "those t h i n g s which he says t h a t he 
r e c e i v e d when he became f l e s h " (19) are v i r t u a l l y synonymous, 
w i t h the l a t t e r r u l i n g out a l i t e r a l , and A p p o l l i n a r i a n 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f the f o r m e r . Indeed, "body" i s one o f 
the a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l terms which Athanasius does n o t use 
as a complement to the verb "become" i n any C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
s t a t e m e n t s ; he never a s s e r t s t h a t the Logos "became a body", 
s i n c e such a statement i s open to the h e t e r o d o x i c a l i d e a 
t h a t the d i v i n e C r e a t o r Logos ceased to be C r e a t o r t h r o u g h 
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an e s s e n t i a l a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s n a t u r e i n b e i n g made a 
c r e a t u r e . Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t gegonen e i s i s a form 
p r e d e t e r m i n e d i n t h i s c o n t e x t by p a r t i c u l a r t h e o l o g i c a l 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , one ought t o be wary o f t a k i n g too l i t e r a l 
an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f t h i s f o r m u l a . I t seems b e t t e r 
t h e r e f o r e t o i n t e r p r e t the clause i n terms o f the Logos' 
s e l f - a b a s e m e n t , e f f e c t e d i n h i s coming down to man's 
f r a i l f l e s h . Such would f i t i n w i t h the use o f kathodos 
i n 39.1. Moreover, the e x p r e s s i o n i n t r o d u c e s an i r o n i c a l 
tone which b e f i t s the a n t i - A r i a n p olemic. For, by the use 
o f t h i s phrase, Athanasius makes the A r i a n s a s s e r t the 
r a t h e r f o o l i s h statement t h a t the Logos humbled h i m s e l f 
i n o r d e r t o b e t t e r h i m s e l f t h r o u g h r e c e i v i n g the Father's 
benevolence. Moreover, t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 39.40-41 
p r e s e r v e s the magnanimous f e e l i n g o f the i n c a r n a t i o n 
i t s e l f . I n a manner v e r y r e m i n i s c e n t o f Phi ,2,., the g r e a t 
P a u l i n e Carmen C h r i s t i which A t h a n a s i u s so o f t e n uses, 
t h i s passage then a s s e r t s t h a t the A l l - g l o r i o u s Son 
humbled h i m s e l f even unto men's m o r t a l f l e s h i n o r d e r t o 
meet men i n the depths to which they had bro u g h t themselves, 
and i n o r d e r to e x a l t men i n h i m s e l f t o the v e r y presence 
o f h i s F a t h e r , t h e i r C r e a t o r . 
I n t r u l y becoming man, the d i v i n e Logos became t r u e 
man. For i n becoming human, he became one o f men, and 
shared i n t h e i r f r a i l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . I n becoming man, he 
became l i k e us, b e i n g weak, needy, c o r r u p t i b l e and 
m o r t a l . He became p a s s i b l e , the passions themselves 
b e i n g c o n f i r m a t i o n o f the r e a l i t y and n o n - d o c e t i c n a t u r e 
o f the assumed humanity. Through the Logos' becoming man, 
he bore and shared man's i n f i r m i t i e s ; men's passions 
became h i s th r o u g h h i s b e i n g bound t o g e t h e r w i t h a l l men 
i n t h e i r common f r a i l t y . Thus i t i s c l e a r t h a t the d i v i n e 
Logos t r u l y became one w i t h the c r e a t u r e l y realm which was 
opposed, e s s e n t i a l l y , to him thro u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n . For 
he became one w i t h c r e a t i o n i n h i s assumption of'human 
f l e s h , i t b e i n g whole w i t h the a f f e c t i o n s p r o p e r to i t . " ( 2 0 ) . 
The i n c a r n a t i o n o f the Logos t h e r e f o r e seems n o t 
t o be d o c e t i c on the n a t u r a l l e v e l . Given t h i s , t h e r e f o r e , 
i t seems t h a t we ought n o t t o i n t e r p r e t t a hemon emimesato 
of 57.4-5 i n a l i t e r a l f a s h i o n . This s u p p o s i t i o n i s con -
f i r m e d by a c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f the c o n t e x t o f t h i s c l a u s e ; 
f o r A t h a n a s i u s notes i n 57.2f t h a t i t was n o t p r o p e r f o r 
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men's f l e s h t o be c o r r u p t i b l e and to remain n a t u r a l l y -
m o r t a l . T h e r e f o r e the Logos p u t on t h a t f l e s h and thus 
rendered i t i n c o r r u p t i b l e . I t i s t h i s t h o u g h t o f which 
57.4-6 i s an e x p l a n a t i o n , as the " f o r . . . " o f 57.4 r e v e a l s . 
For even as he, namely the Logos o f 57.3, who was i n man's 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s " i m i t a t e d our c o n d i t i o n " , namely the p u t t i n g 
on o f man's m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e f l e s h , so men r e c e i v e d 
o f him and p a r t o o k o f t h a t i m m o r t a l i t y which i s from him. 
I n the l i g h t o f 57.2-3, " i m i t a t e d our c o n d i t i o n " must 
t h e r e f o r e be seen i n terms o f the Logos' p u t t i n g on man's 
c o r r u p t i b l e and m o r t a l f l e s h . F u r t h e r , t h e b a l a n c i n g 
57.4-6 w i l l n o t a l l o w the verb ' i m i t a t e d ' t o be und e r s t o o d 
i n a d o c e t i c f a s h i o n . For the sense o f 57.4-6 i s t h a t even 
as the d i v i n e Logos was i n man, and hence shared i n humanity, 
so man was i n the d i v i n e Logos and shared i n h i s d i v i n i t y . 
Man's t r u e i n d w e l l i n g i n God was. t h e r e f o r e dependent upon 
the t r u e i n d w e l l i n g o f the d i v i n e Logos i n man; God's 
coinherence i n man e f f e c t e d man's i n God. 
' I m i t a t e d ' must t h e r e f o r e be u n d e r s t o o d as not 
c a s t i n g doubt upon the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s humanity. This 
can be done, however, w i t h o u t f o r c i n g the sense o f the 
v e r b . For i n Heb.13.7, f o r example, we read " i m i t a t e the 
f a i t h " . The verb ' i m i t a t e ' does n o t c a l l i n t o q u e s t i o n 
here the r e a l i t y o f t h a t i m i t a t e d . Rather, i t p o i n t s t o 
the making one's own the f a i t h o f those b e i n g i m i t a t e d i n 
a l l i t s f o r c e . 3 John 11 reads "do n o t i m i t a t e e v i l , b u t 
good". Here again t h e r e i s no q u e s t i o n o f the r e a l i t y o f 
the e v i l o r the good. Rather, ' I m i t a t e ' p o i n t s t o the 
making one's own "the good". Even so i n C.Ar. 3.57.4-5, 
where t h e r e i s no reason t o doubt the r e a l i t y o f "our 
c o n d i t i o n " , we ought t o i n t e r p r e t ' i m i t a t e ' i n the sense 
o f making one's own. 
The verb ' i m i t a t e ' does n o t t h e r e f o r e serve the 
purpose o f c a s t i n g doubt upon the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s 
p a s s i o n s , as R i c h a r d suggests ( 2 1 ) . I t r a t h e r seems t o 
serve the purpose o f "form" i n the phrase "having taken 
the form o f a s l a v e " and o f " l i k e n e s s " i n the phrase 
"being i n the l i k e n e s s o f man" ( 2 2 ) . I t p o i n t s t o the f a c t 
t h a t the humanity was n o t n a t u r a l l y t h e d i v i n e Logos'; the 
human c o n d i t i o n which the d i v i n e Logos i m i t a t e d was t r u l y 
h i s , i n t h a t he a p p r o p r i a t e d i t , and y e t i t was n o t h i s 
as a consequence o f h i s n a t u r e . Such seems t o be the p o i n t 
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o f the clause "he i m i t a t e d o ur c o n d i t i o n " , and n o t the 
d e n i a l o f the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s human p a s s i o n s . 
I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t the Logos had a body, 
n o t i n appearance, b u t i n t r u t h ; C h r i s t ' s humanity was 
n o t d o c e t i c i n the p h y s i c a l sense. Yet d e s p i t e such 
a s s e r t i o n s , A thanasius never mentions C h r i s t ' s human 
s o u l e x p l i c i t l y i n C.Ar. 1-3. That, however, does n o t 
mean t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity was d o c e t i c on the p h y s i o l o g i c a l 
l e v e l . For t o a s s e r t t h a t the Logos t r u l y had a body i s t o 
a s s e r t t h a t the Logos had a body, n o t i n a b s t r a c t o , b u t 
e x i s t i n g o n l y i n and t h r o u g h the Logos, i n h i s c r e a t i v e a c t . 
Only t h e r e does i t remain, and a p a r t from the d i v i n e Logos, 
i t would cease to e x i s t ( 2 3 ) . The assumed humanity 
p a r t i c i p a t e s v i t a l l y i n the d i v i n e Logos. For A t h a n a s i u s , 
however, man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , h i s body, i s p e r s o n a l 
t h r o u g h h i s s h a r i n g i n the Logos t h r o u g h the grace o f 
b e i n g " i n the image". Thus i t seems t h a t t h r o u g h C h r i s t ' s 
body s h a r i n g v i t a l l y i n the d i v i n e Logos, i t becomes t r u l y 
pe rs on a l . 
T h i s c o n c l u s i o n seems t o be c o n f i r m e d by s e v e r a l 
o t h e r p o i n t s . Through the I n c a r n a t i o n , t he d i v i n e Logos 
became as we a r e , a comparison, t he p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e 
o f w h i c h need n o t be l i m i t e d t o C h r i s t ' s human passions 
a l o n e . Then, t o d e s c r i b e the i n c a r n a t i o n Athanasius n o t 
o n l y uses the l a c o n i c C h r i s t o l o g i c a l clause "the Logos 
became man", b u t a l s o the f u l l e r " h a v i n g taken f l e s h , he 
became man" ( 2 4 ) , the s i m i l a r "having assumed a body, he 
became man" (25) and t h e i r more a b b r e v i a t e d forms "a whole 
human f l e s h " and "a human body" ( 2 6 ) . These C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
phrases r e c a l l the c l a u s e of t h e Nicene creed: s a r k o t h e n t a 
k a i e n a n t h r o p e s a nta, which was i n c l u d e d t o exclude the 
L u c i a n i c t e n e t , l a t e r taken up by the A r i a n s , t h a t the 
Logos had assumed a s o u l l e s s body. Ag a i n , the assumed 
humanity was human; b u t i t was so o n l y I n so f a r as i t was 
' i n t h e image' o f God the Logos ( 2 7 ) . Hence, i n s a y i n g 
t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity was human, as opposed to t h a t o f 
the i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s , one was making a t h e o l o g i c a l 
s t a t e m e n t , i n a s s e r t i n g t h a t the humanity was r a t i o n a l , 
and so p e r s o n a l . A g a i n , a c c o r d i n g t o ch. 30, the 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a "the Logos became f l e s h " was t o be 
i n t e r p r e t e d as "he became man". I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t 
Jn. 1.14 i s to be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a NIcene, and a n t i - L u c i a n i c 
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f a s h i o n , the clause "he became man" q u a l i f y i n g "he became 
f l e s h " even as 'enanthropesanta' o f the Nicene creed 
q u a l i f i e s 1 s a r k o t h e n t a 1 . V o i s i n , indeed, w i s h i n g t o show 
t h a t the a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l terms ' f l e s h ' and 'body' ought not 
t o be u n d e r s t o o d l i t e r a l l y i n A t h a n a s i u s ' i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
passages, b u t "comme des e x p r e s s i o n s consacrees p a r 
1'usage, s e r v a n t a d e s i g n e r l a n a t u r e humaine du Sauveur" 
( 2 8 ) , i n v o k e d as h i s f i r s t reason f o r t h i s t h e s i s the f a c t 
t h a t , w i t h r e s p e c t t o John 1.14, 'the Logos became f l e s h ' , 
A t h a n a s i u s remarked t h a t i t was the p r a c t i c e o f S c r i p t u r e 
t o c a l l man " f l e s h , i t b e i n g the custom o f S c r i p t u r e t o 
c a l l man ' f l e s h ' " ( 2 9 ) . R i c h a r d i s , however, p r o b a b l y 
r i g h t i n s e e i n g the above i n t e r p r e t a t i o n as b e i n g too 
a b s o l u t e ( 3 0 ) . For i t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t by " i t b e i n g the 
custom o f S c r i p t u r e " A t h a n a s i u s meant t h a t everywhere and 
always S c r i p t u r e c a l l s man ' f l e s h ' . " I I e s t done e v i d e n t 
q u ' i l ne v e u t pas i n s i n u e r i c i que chaque f o i s q u ' i l 
( s c . Athanase) e m p l o i e r a l e mot ' c h a i r ' , i l f a u d r a 
1'entendre au sens q u i ' i l a dans l e s t e x t e s c i t e s de J o e l 
e t de D a n i e l , e'est a d i r e du genre humain".(31). W h i l e , 
however, we may agree w i t h R i c h a r d a g a i n s t V o i s i n t h a t the 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l use o f " f l e s h " i s n o t always to be i n t e r -
p r e t e d as "man", we may s t i l l b e l i e v e t h a t 3 C.Ar.30 g i v e s 
y e t one more reason f o r a s s e r t i n g t h a t t h e Logos became 
man i n the f u l l e s t sense o f man, u n d e r s t o o d i n t h e sense 
o f the a n t i - L u c i a n i c f o r m u l a o f the Nicean symbol. 
C e r t a i n l y the f a c t t h a t the theme o f ch. 30, t h a t o f the 
Logos becoming man, and h i s n o t e n t e r i n g upon man, i s 
t y p i c a l o f the works "de tous l e s p a r t i s a n s d'un schema 
c h r i s t o l o g i q u e Verbe- s a r x c o n t r e ceux du schema Verbe-
homme" ( 3 2 ) , need n o t make one r e j e c t t h i s Nicene i n t e r -
p r e t a t i o n o f John 1.14, as though Athanasius must have 
been, on t h e b a s i s o f 3 C.Ar.30, a s u p p o r t e r o f a Logos -
s a r x C h r i s t o l o g y . For whether or n o t the theme o f 
Ch. 30 i s t y p i c a l o f a Logos-sarx C h r i s t o l o g y , t h a t theme 
i s o f utmost importance t o C h r i s t i a n o r t h o d o x y . For the 
Logos d i d n o t e n t e r upon man, b u t became man. I t i s t h e r e -
f o r e w i t h i n t h i s l a t t e r c o n t e x t t h a t we must u n d e r s t a n d 
3 C^Ar.30. 
Indeed, the s u p p o s i t i o n t h a t 3 C.Ar.30 ought t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d i n t h i s f u l l e r , Nicene sense seems to be con-
f i r m e d by the c o n t e x t o f the passage. For t h i s passage 
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c r i t i q u e a l e u r f a i r e " . (34) This R i c h a r d s t r e s s e s by 
r e f e r r i n g t o Ch. 26-28, and e s p e c i a l l y by q u o t i n g : " i f 
then he i s an o r d i n a r y man as the r e s t , then l e t him, 
as a man, advance. T h i s , however, i s the s e n t i m e n t o f 
the Samosatene, which indeed you v i r t u a l l y e n t e r t a i n , 
though i n name you deny i t because o f men" ( 3 5 ) . This 
l a c k o f d i f f e r e n c e between the a n t h r o p o l o g i e s o f the 
A r i a n s and Athanasius stemmed, a c c o r d i n g t o R i c h a r d , from 
the f a c t t h a t A thanasius was "sinon p l a t o n i c i e n , du moins 
p l a t o n i s a n t " ( 3 6 ) . A c c o r d i n g l y , f o r Athanasius "l'ame 
s p i r i t u e l l e de l'homme a t o u j o u r s ete p l u s ou moins d'ange 
egare dans l a c h a i r . L'idee d'un e s p r i t f a i t par n a t u r e 
pour s ' u n i r a un c o r p s , s i e l l e a v a i t deja. quelques 
adeptes, e t a i t en t o u t cas f o r t peu rep a n d u e " . ( 3 7 ) . I t 
was from t h i s p h i l o s o p h i c a l background t h e r e f o r e t h a t 
"selon n o t r e d o c t e u r , l e C h r i s t des A r i e n s e t a i t v r a i m e n t 
A 
un homme e t meme un homme o r d i n a i r e p u i s q u ' i l a v a i t 
apparemment perdu t o u t e s ses p r e r o g a t i v e s c e l e s t e s . C 1 e t a i t 
un e s p r i t i n c a r n e e t c e l a s u f f i s a i t " . ( 3 8 ) . 
For R i c h a r d , t h i s common P l a t o n i c a n t h r o p o l o g y o f 
Athana s i u s and the A r i a n s meant t h e r e f o r e t h a t A thanasius 
r e c o g n i s e d t h a t the A r i a n s 1 i n c a r n a t e Logos was t r u l y man, 
and c o n s e q u e n t l y d i d n o t c o u n t e r t h e i r d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l , s e e i n g t h e i r Logos as f u l f i l l i n g the r o l e o f 
t h a t s o u l . Indeed, A t h a n a s i u s ' r e a c t i o n p o i n t s t o h i s 
n o t r e c o g n i s i n g a human s o u l i n h i s own C h r i s t . 
W i t h t h i s p o s i t i o n we must d i s a g r e e . 
For,on a g e n e r a l l e v e l , e v e n when Athanasius says 
t h a t the A r i a n s conceived o f t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e as b ut 
a "man", he i s t h i n k i n g o f "man" over a g a i n s t God. What 
i s a t iss u e f o r Athanasius i s the d i v i n i t y o f the Logos, 
whereby man i s redeemed. Had the is s u e been a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l , 
A t h a n a s i u s • g e n e r a l comment would have been t e l l i n g . Given, 
however, t h a t the cause o f concern i s C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y , 
t h i s g e n e r a l t r e a t m e n t o f the A r i a n s ' c o n c e p t i o n o f man i s 
no t v e r y i m p o r t a n t . On a more p a r t i c u l a r l e v e l , i t seems 
t h a t Athanasius d i d f i n d f a u l t w i t h t h e A r i a n u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f C h r i s t ' s humanity. For some f i f t e e n times a t l e a s t 
A t hanasius d e s c r i b e s the I n c a r n a t i o n i n the a n t i - A r i a n 
manner o f the Nicene creed ( 3 9 ) . Thus Athanasius does n o t 
rec o g n i s e the A r i a n C h r i s t as an o r d i n a r y , r a t i o n a l , o r 
p e r s o n a l man. Again, w h i l e Athanasius may show o c c a s i o n a l 
P l a t o n i c t r a c e s i n h i s t h o u g h t , and more o f t e n than not 
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was w r i t t e n a g a i n s t those who b e l i e v e d t h a t "as i n fo r m e r 
times the Logos was used to come upon each o f the s a i n t s , 
so now he s o j o u r n e d i n a man". To e s t a b l i s h t h i s , these 
men employed John 1.14, which a l l o w e d f o r the Logos t o 
become the d i r e c t i v e f o r c e o f the f l e s h , which by im-
p l i c a t i o n o f 3. C.Ar. 30, was u n d e r s t o o d l i t e r a l l y . These 
men were h o i a s e b e i s , a t i t l e o f t e n used o f the A r i a n s , 
who, on the b a s i s o f t h e i r view t h a t the Logos merely 
appeared i n a man, would ask o f C h r i s t "why do you, b e i n g 
a man, make y o u r s e l f God?". 
The t i t l e , h o i a s e b e i s , the b e l i e f t h a t t h e C h r i s t 
was b u t man, and t h a t t h e Logos b u t came upon man, t h a t i s 
f l e s h , a l l seem t o p o i n t t o the A r i a n s . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h i s passage was n o t o n l y 
w r i t t e n a g a i n s t those who b e l i e v e d t h a t the Logos o n l y 
came upon man, b u t a l s o , by i m p l i c a t i o n , a g a i n s t those who 
thou g h t t h a t the Logos took the p l a c e o f t h e s o u l i n t h a t 
man . 
A t h a n a s i u s ' emphasis i n 3 C.Ar. 30 t h e r e f o r e 
concerns t h e t r u e becoming o f the Logos, By i m p l i c a t i o n , 
i t i s suggested t h a t i n "becoming" man, he d i d n o t take 
the p l a c e o f the s o u l o f the assumed f l e s h , but took f l e s h 
i n becoming t r u l y man. Becoming "man" t h e r e f o r e f o r 
Ath a n a s i u s was more than the assumption o f mere f l e s h ; the 
Logos i n c a r n a t e was more than the d i v i n e Logos and a 
s o u l l e s s f l e s h . Hence we seem to have here an i n d i r e c t 
d e n i a l o f t h e Logos' assuming a s o u l l e s s body. 
L a s t l y , t o a s s e r t w i t h G r i l l m e i e r (33) t h a t the 
d i v i n e Logos took the p l a c e o f the human s o u l i n the 
assumed humanity r e q u i r e s t h e r e t o be not a becoming man 
by the Logos, b u t an e n t r y i n t o c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . Yet i t 
i s the c o n t r a r y t h a t A t h a n a s i u s m a i n t a i n s i n 30.24-25: "he 
became man, and d i d n o t e n t e r i n t o man". 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos became f u l l y 
human: he m y s t e r i o u s l y became human i n a l l senses o f t h a t 
word. Moreover, i t seems t h a t Athanasius t h e r e f o r e d i d 
c o u n t e r the A r i a n s ' d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l . 
R i c h a r d , however, n o t o n l y denies t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
r e f u t e d the A r i a n s ' d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l , b u t 
a l s o a s s e r t s t h a t Athanasius b e l i e v e d t h a t the A r i a n s ' 
Logos i n c a r n a t e " e t a i t v e r i t a b l e m e n t devenu homme e t meme 
qu ' i 1 a v a i t tout a f a i t f i g u r e d'homme o r d i n a i r e . Autrement 
d i t , du p o i n t de vue a n t h r o p o l o g i q u e , i l n ' a v a i t aucune 
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these are b u t s u p e r f i c i a l t r a c e s , he does n o t b e l i e v e t h a t 
man was "une s o r t e d'ange egare dans l a c h a i r " ( 4 0 ) . For 
A t h a n a s i u s , the human s o u l was n o t an o b j e c t as R i c h a r d 
suggests. I t was much more a r e l a t i o n s h i p between God 
and man; i t was man i n h i s r a t i o n a l i t y , o r " i n the image", 
s h a r i n g by grace i n the Godhead t h r o u g h the Logos, the 
Image o f God. F u r t h e r , the s o u l was n o t "egare". I t was 
d i s t i n c t from the body; y e t i t was c r e a t e d f o r man by a 
good and b e n e v o l e n t God, and was thus p r o p e r t o i t s body. 
Had i t been "egare", as R i c h a r d suggests, i t would have 
c r e a t e d a t h e o l o g i c a l problem f o r A t h a n a s i u s , the good 
C r e a t o r b e i n g made the a u t h o r o f an improper c r e a t i o n . 
A gain, t o suggest t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 1 a n t h r o p o l o g y was 
P l a t o n i c , and t h a t the s p i r i t u a l s o u l o f man was "une s o r t e 
d'ange egare dans l a c h a i r " , i s t o suggest t h a t p r o p e r l y 
the s o u l and the body b e l o n g a p a r t , and t h a t they w i l l 
s e p a r a t e t o t h e i r p r o p e r and r e s p e c t i v e s t a t e s a t death. 
For A t h a n a s i u s , however, b o t h i n c r e a t i o n and i n r e - c r e a t i o n 
t o a b l e s s e d post-mortem e x i s t e n c e , the s o u l and the body 
are seen t o g e t h e r . Indeed, f o r them t o be a p a r t i s d e a t h , 
and t o be u n i t e d t r u e l i v i n g . I t i s not r i g h t t h e r e f o r e t o 
say t h a t A thanasius b e l i e v e d the A r i a n C h r i s t t o be "un 
homme o r d i n a i r e " because he saw man as an "ange egare 
dans l e c h a i r " . Indeed, Richard's argument here i s 
r a t h e r p r e j u d g e d . A c c o r d i n g t o him, Athanasius was P l a t o n i c ; 
he t h e r e f o r e b e l i e v e d t h a t man was a s o u l i m p r i s o n e d i n a 
body, and t h a t C h r i s t was a Logos, who was d i v i n e , and n o t 
c r e a t u r e l y as the A r i a n s suggested, bound i n a body. 
Because, however, R i c h a r d has a l r e a d y judged A t h a n a s i u s t o 
be P l a t o n i c ( 4 1 ) , he must n e c e s s a r i l y decide t h a t the s o u l 
o f C h r i s t , the s u b j e c t o f h i s e n q u i r y , does n o t e x i s t . 
F i n a l l y , 51.17-21 does n o t a s s e r t t h a t Athanasius accepted 
the A r i a n u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f C h r i s t ' s humanity. For t h i s 
passage which R i c h a r d sees as a s s e r t i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
saw the A r i a n C h r i s t as "un homme o r d i n a i r e " , i s a 
c o n d i t i o n a l , and not an a b s o l u t e s t a t e m e n t . I f the C h r i s t 
was"a man, as a l l o t h e r men," (42) i f he was"an o r d i n a r y 
man as the res t " (43) . . . . , he would be s a i d t o advance" as man.". 
He, however, was n o t such a man. He was r a t h e r God b e a r i n g 
f l e s h ( 4 4 ) , the Logos who became f l e s h (45) and who had 
become man ( 4 6 ) . He t h e r e f o r e advanced o n l y i n h i s human 
economy. One cannot base one's u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f A t h a n a s i u s ' 
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c o n c e p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s humanity upon a c o n d i t i o n a l 
s tatement which he then r e j e c t s . Nor can one d e r i v e a 
b e l i e f i n A t h a n a s i u s ' acceptance o f the A r i a n C h r i s t 
as "un homme o r d i n a i r e " from such a state m e n t . Rather, 
one must d e r i v e one's u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f A t h a n a s i u s ' view 
o f C h r i s t ' s humanity from the v a r i o u s q u a l i f i c a t i o n s o f 
t h a t humanity, as we have above. Nor i s i t s u f f i c i e n t 
to take o n l y the p r o t a s i s o f 51.16-17 or o f 51.17-18, and 
to a s s e r t t h a t Athanasius b e l i e v e d t h a t the A r i a n C h r i s t 
was a man as a l l o t h e r men, or an o r d i n a r y man as the r e s t . 
To do so i s t o f o r g e t again t h e v e r y i m p o r t a n t p o i n t 
t h a t one i s b a s i n g one's argument upon a c o n d i t i o n a l 
s tatement which i s l a t e r r e j e c t e d . Moreover, the 
c o n t r a s t i n Ch. 51 i s between C h r i s t as a man and as God 
b e a r i n g f l e s h . I t i s t h e r e f o r e a t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r a s t 
between C h r i s t as a c r e a t u r e , and C h r i s t as t r u e God 
i n c a r n a t e , between Jesus as man, j u s t man and no more, 
and the man Jesus who i s God i n c a r n a t e , u n d e r s t o o d i n a 
Nicene f a s h i o n , the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l phrases o f 51.17, 2 1 , 22, 
27 q u a l i f y i n g one an o t h e r . To u n d e r s t a n d Ch. 51 i n an 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l and p h y s i o l o g i c a l sense i s t h e r e f o r e 
f o r c e d , i f not i n f a c t i l l e g i t i m a t e . 
F i n a l c o n f i r m a t i o n t h a t A t h a n a s i u s does n o t 
accept the A r i a n C h r i s t as "un homme o r d i n a i r e " (47) 
comes t h r o u g h a comparison o f 51.16-18 w i t h 54.2-3. For 
the former " i s Jesus C h r i s t man as a l l o t h e r men, or i s 
he God b e a r i n g f l e s h ? I f then he i s an o r d i n a r y man as 
the r e s t " i s p i c k e d up by the l a t t e r , " i f the 
speaker i s mere man ; b u t i f he i s the Logos i n the 
f l e s h . . . . " For these s i m i l a r l y - u s e d clauses demonstrate 
t h a t "man as a l l o t h e r men" i s un d e r s t o o d as " o r d i n a r y 
man" o r "mere man", over a g a i n s t "God b e a r i n g f l e s h " , o r 
"the Logos i n the f l e s h " . Yet i t i s c l e a r t h a t A thanasius 
denies t h a t when the d i v i n e Logos became man, he became 
o r d i n a r y man o r mere man ( 4 8 ) . Rather,he became God 
i n c a r n a t e ( 4 9 ) . I t seems c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t i n 5 1 . 1 6 f f 
Athanasius d i d not accept the A r i a n u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the 
manhood o f C h r i s t . For no t o n l y d i d he a s s e r t the f u l l n e s s 
o f C h r i s t ' s humanity i n Nicene language, b u t he a l s o d e f i n e d 
the A r i a n C h r i s t as a l t o g e t h e r man from e a r t h , and n o t from 
heaven (50) - a d o c t r i n e w i t h which he d i s a g r e e d c l e a r l y 
by s t r e s s i n g t h a t C h r i s t was from heaven ( 5 1 ) . 
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A l t h o u g h t h e r e f o r e the d i v i n e Logos t r u l y became 
man, he d i d n o t cease to be t r u l y God; he d i d n o t experie n c e 
e i t h e r a coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e or an a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s 
d i v i n e n a t u r e i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . "For when he became man, 
he d i d n o t cease to be God; n o r , s i n c e he was God, d i d 
he s h r i n k from what i s man's. God f o r b i d . Rather, b e i n g 
God, he assumed f l e s h . " ( 5 2 ) . The same p o i n t i s made 
e x p l i c i t l y i n 32.25-27 where i t i s s t a t e d t h a t when the 
n a t u r a l and t r u e Son from God became man, he was no l e s s 
L ord, and God and S a v i o u r . Such a becoming o f the d i v i n e 
Logos i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n i s c o n f i r m e d s e v e r a l l y : the 
Logos d i d n o t begin t o e x i s t , o r cease t o be t r u l y God 
when he became i n c a r n a t e . For he was ever God, and i s ever 
God, d e s p i t e h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , as 29.38 f:"he who was ever 
God, and i s the Son, b e i n g the Logos became man"and 
31. 17 : "always b e i n g God, he l a t e r became man", sugges t . 
For the use o f "always",of the p r e s e n t " i s " i n " i s the 
Son...", and o f "being God...", the c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t 
p a r t i c i p l e , a l l p o i n t t o the d i v i n e Logos' e t e r n a l im-
p a s s i b i l i t y and i m m u t a b i l i t y , and sta n d i n marked c o n t r a s t 
w i t h the p e r f e c t tense o f "became...", which marks the t r u e 
event o f the i n c a r n a t i o n w h i c h i s now a l r e a d y a p a r t o f 
pa s t h i s t o r y . A g a i n , i n becoming man the Logos d i d n o t 
become some o r d i n a r y man (53) or mere man ( 5 4 ) . For God 
the Logos was n o t i n j u r e d i n becoming man;"being i m p a s s i b l e 
by n a t u r e , he remains as he i s , n o t b e i n g harmed by 
a f f e c t i o n s " ( 5 5 ) . Again, i t was n o t the d i v i n e Logos, b u t 
the assumed humanity which was b e t t e r e d i n and t h r o u g h the 
i n c a r n a t i o n ( 5 6 ) . 
Because t h e r e was no coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e nor 
a l t e r a t i o n I n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g i n the Logos' i n c a r n a t i o n , 
i t was the d i v i n i t y which i n d w e l t the f l e s h ; because the 
d i v i n e Logos became man w i t h o u t ceasing to be v e r y God, 
the L o g o s "received as man the power which he always has 
as God"(57), the Logos b e i n g b o t h the man whom he had 
become, and a l s o the e t e r n a l God whom he was e t e r n a l l y , 
as the p e r f e c t tense " r e c e i v e d " , i n c o n t r a s t w i t h the 
p r e s e n t "always has", p o i g n a n t l y shows; because C h r i s t was 
t r u l y God, the Logos was s t i l l worshipped as C h r i s t , b e i n g 
L o r d , and n o t an o r i g i n a t e t h i n g , no o r d i n a r y man ( 5 8 ) . 
Indeed, t he use o f the Johannine C h r i a t o l o g i c a l 
f o r m u l a , the Logos became f l e s h , seems t o p o i n t t o the 
same c o n c l u s i o n r e g a r d i n g t he Logos' becoming man. For 
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h e a r i n g i t , one i s n o t to b e l i e v e t h a t " t h e whole Logos 
h i m s e l f i s f l e s h , b u t t h a t h a v i n g p u t on f l e s h , he became 
man..."(59). Rather, the d i v i n e Logos t r u l y became man 
w h i l e t r u l y r e m a i n i n g God. 
The o t h e r manner i n whic h Athanasius e x p l a i n s the 
r e l a t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos t o h i s humanity i s t h a t i n 
whic h the humanity i s seen as an assumption o f something 
from w i t h o u t the Logos t o h i m s e l f . Thus the d i v i n e Logos 
assumed f l e s h o r a body ( 6 0 ) ; he bore f l e s h o r a body ( 6 1 ) , 
f o r he had put on f l e s h o r a body ( 6 2 ) . Thus the d i v i n e 
Logos has f l e s h o r a body ( 6 3 ) . 
Through t h i s assumption, the assumed humanity 
became the Logos'. Thus he i n d w e l t i t ; he was n o t o u t s i d e 
i t , n o r the humanity o u t s i d e the Logos. For t h r o u g h the 
i n c a r n a t i o n came about a mutual i n d w e l l i n g o f the assumed 
humanity and the d i v i n e Logos. "For he was v e r y God i n 
the f l e s h , and i t was t r u e f l e s h i n the Logos"(64). This 
humanity which the d i v i n e Logos had assumed t o be h i s organ 
was thus the temple o f God. 
These d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the Logos' assumption of 
humanity convey, t o v a r y i n g degrees, the concept o f u n i t y 
i n d i v e r s i t y , o f the one C h r i s t o f two n a t u r e s , human and 
d i v i n e ; they m a i n t a i n the d i s t i n c t i o n o f the Logos who i s , 
and the humanity which he has. For the Logos i s God, 
w h i l e he has humanity, the d i v i n i t y b e i n g n a t u r a l t o him, 
w h i l e t he humanity i s assumed from w i t h o u t . The i n c o r p o r e a l 
Logos stands over a g a i n s t the assumed c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , body 
b e i n g the mark o f c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n i t s c o n t r a s t w i t h the 
i n c o r p o r e a l C r e a t o r . I t f o l l o w s , moreover, from t h i s 
e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n t h a t t h e assumed c r e a t u r e l i n e s s was 
n o t n a t u r a l , n or necessary, to the d i v i n e C r e a t o r Logos. 
Hence the Logos d i d n o t become man as a consequence o f h i s 
d i v i n e n a t u r e . 
W h i l e , however, the assumed humanity was e s s e n t i a l l y 
d i s t i n c t from the d i v i n e Logos, I t was h i s v e r y own. Indeed, 
the closeness o f the u n i o n o f the two i s b r o u g h t out i n 
31.32-33: "the body which i n him (sc.Logos) bore them ( s c . 
s i n s ) was h i s own (au tou i d i o n ) body" where i d i o n cannot be 
i n t e r p r e t e d as the c a s u a l e q u i v a l e n t o f au t o u , w i t h o u t 
i t s becoming t a u t o l o g i c a l w i t h t he p r e c e d i n g word. I t must 
t h e r e f o r e be g i v e n i t s f u l l meaning o f " b e l o n g i n g t o " and 
o f "own". 
We have a l r e a d y n o t i c e d w i t h r e f e r e n c e t o ' b o d y ' t h a t 
the assumed humanity i s t h a t c r e a t u r e i i n e s s which i s 
e s s e n t i a l l y d i s t i n c t from t h e d i v i n e C r e a t o r . That the 
assumed humanity i s t h i s common c r e a t u r e i i n e s s i n w h i c h 
a l l men share i s c o n f i r m e d i n r e s p e c t t o ' f l e s h 1 . For 
Ch. 20 f a l l s i n t h a t s e c t i o n o f C.Ar.3 which deals w i t h 
Jn . 17.11, and e s p e c i a l l y the clause " t h a t they may be 
one as we a r e " . I t i s t h e r e argued t h a t men should l e a r n 
f rom the i n v i s i b l e n a t u r e o f the Godhead t o l i v e t o g e t h e r 
i n agreement. I t s h o u l d n o t , however, be argued from t h i s 
v e r s e t h a t men are e s s e n t i a l l y one w i t h the Father and 
t h e Son. For o n l y l i k e t h i n g s are ranked w i t h l i k e , and 
the Logos i s u n l i k e men, but l i k e the F a t h e r . Hence the 
Logos i s l i n k e d e s s e n t i a l l y w i t h the F a t h e r , and a l l f l e s h 
i s ranked t o g e t h e r i n k i n d ( 6 5 ) . Here f l e s h I s t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t common, u n i t i n g c r e a t u r e i i n e s s o f man. Moreover, 
Athanasius notes t h a t i t i s the custom o f S c r i p t u r e to 
denote 'man' by the term ' f l e s h ' . Indeed,"both D a n i e l 
and J o e l c a l l mankind ' f l e s h ' " ( 6 6 ) . Flesh here i s 
t h e r e f o r e the e q u i v a l e n t o f the human race ; i t i s the common 
c r e a t u r e i i n e s s v/hi ch u n i t e s and binds t o g e t h e r man w i t h man. 
'Flesh' i s thus an a l t e r n a t i v e e p i t h e t f o r t h a t common 
c r e a t u r e i i n e s s which was e s s e n t i a l l y opposed to t h e d i v i n e 
C r e a t o r Logos, and w h i c h the Logos assumed to e f f e c t by 
the mystery o f grace the atonement o f c r e a t u r e and C r e a t o r . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos assumed man's 
common c r e a t u r e i i n e s s , h i s i n d w e l l i n g humanity meant h i s 
i n d w e l l i n g man. Indeed, by the Logos' making h i s humanity 
h i s 'temple o f God', he rendered a l l men the temple o f God. 
W i t h r e f e r e n c e t o the Logos' becoming i n c a r n a t e 
t h r o u g h h i s assumption o f humanity, t h e r e remain t h r e e 
t o p i c s t o be t r e a t e d , each o f which i f w r o n g l y i n t e r -
p r e t e d can g i v e a wrong u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the f u l l n e s s of 
C h r i s t ' s humanity. 
Athanasius uses the verb ' p e r i b a l l e i n ' and i t s 
cognates (67) t o d e s c r i b e the r e l a t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos 
t o h i s assumed humanity. There i s , however, no i n t e n t i o n 
here o f u s i n g any o f these words i n the P l a t o n i c sense 
o f the body c l o t h i n g the i m m o r t a l s o u l . For the c o n t e x t s 
w i l l n o t a l l o w t h i s . I n b o t h cases Athanasius has r e -
phrased Jn.10.38 t o f i t the A r i a n c o n t r o v e r s y : " t h o u g h you 
b e l i e v e n o t i n me, s e e i n g me c l a d i n a human body, y e t 
b e l i e v e the works, t h a t you may know t h a t ' I am i n the 
F a t h e r , and the F a t h e r i n me1 " (68) and " i f you do not 
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b e l i e v e i n me because o f the c l o t h i n g o f the body, y e t 
b e l i e v e i n the works, t h a t you may know t h a t ' I am i n the 
F a t h e r , and the F a t h e r i n me' " ( 6 9 ) . I f the A r i a n s w i l l 
n o t acknowledge the Logos as Logos, b u t s e e i n g h i s humanity, 
suppose him to be a c r e a t u r e , they s h o u l d l o o k t o h i s works, 
w h i c h w i t n e s s t o h i s d i v i n i t y , and thus r e c o g n i s e t h a t the 
Logos i s i n the F a t h e r , and the F a t h e r i n the Logos. The 
c o n t e x t s o f these passages are t h e r e f o r e p r i m a r i l y t h e o l o g i c a l . 
The assumed body i s n o t t h a t which stands over a g a i n s t 
the s o u l , but i s C h r i s t ' s weak c r e a t u r e l i n e s s which stands 
over a g a i n s t the Logos' d i v i n i t y . I n d eed, even a n t h r o p -
o l o g i c a l l y s p e a k i n g , the body i s the human body o r r a t i o n a l 
and p e r s o n a l . I t thus seems b e t t e r to u n d e r s t a n d 'to c l o t h e ' 
a l o n g the l i n e s of e n d u e s t h a i , b e i n g used m e t a p h o r i c a l l y , 
and t h e r e f o r e n o t i m p l y i n g any docetism w i t h regards t o the 
humanity o f C h r i s t . 
C h r i s t ' s humanity i s once d e s c r i b e d i n C.Ar.3 as 
'the temple o f God' ( 7 0 ) . This i s n o t meant t o suggest 
t h a t the assumed humanity i s b u t an envelope i n which 
the d i v i n e Logos i s . I t I s r a t h e r a t i t l e taken from 
John 2.19,21, and used to s t r e s s t h a t t h e body o f Jesus 
i s the focus o f God's power amongst men. Indeed, t h i s 
e p i t h e t p i c k s up the i d e a l y i n g b e h i n d the verb 'to t a b e r n a c l e ' 
as used i n the q u o t a t i o n o f Jn.1.14 i n 29.7 and 30.23-24. 
For t h a t verb i s r e l a t e d to t h e noun the t a b e r n a c l e 
b e i n g the p l a c e where God was b e l i e v e d to make h i s presence 
f e l t . 
I n and t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n , the assumed humanity 
became the organ o f the Logos ( 7 1 ) . This e p i t h e t i s n o t 
an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l one, as G r i l l m e i e r i m p l i e s ( 7 2 ) , b u t 
a s o t e r i o l o g i c a l one. I t does n o t t h e r e f o r e p o i n t t o an 
i m p e r s o n a l C h r i s t o l o g y . Indeed, a c c o r d i n g to 31.19 t h a t 
h umanity which the Logos uses as an organ i s the body which 
the Logos had as a r e s u l t o f becoming man, the 'he becoming 
man' q u a l i f y i n g 'he had a body', a f t e r the manner of the 
a n t i - A r i a n Nicene creed. Moreover, i t was t o a n t h r o p i n o n 
( 7 3 ) , humanity which was r a t i o n a l , and t h e r e f o r e p e r s o n a l , 
which was the Logos' organ. The humanity o f C h r i s t was 
r a t h e r " t h e organ o f Wisdom o r the o p e r a t i o n and the 
s h i n i n g f o r t h o f the godhead"(74). Yet i t was n o t merely 
the medium o f an epiphany, but a l s o t h a t t h r o u g h which 
s o t e r i o l o g i c a l a c t s were e f f e c t e d , w h i c h i n t u r n w i t n e s s e d 
to the d i v i n i t y o f t h e i r agent, the Logos. Indeed, not 
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o n l y was the humanity n o t s o l e l y t h e medium o f r e v e l a t i o n , 
b u t i t was p r o p e r l y n o t such s o l e l y . For the i n c a r n a t i o n 
was more than a mere epiphany; i t was a becoming man f o r a l l . 
The i n c a r n a t i o n o f t h e Logos i s f u r t h e r d e s c r i b e d 
i n terms of C h r i s t ' s human economy. In t h a t the d i v i n e Logos 
a p p r o p r i a t e d to h i m s e l f the c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f man's f l e s h 
by the t r a n s f e r e n c e o f man's weakness t o h i m s e l f , he 
hungered and t h i r s t e d as man or i n the f l e s h ; he s u f f e r e d 
as man, humanly, or i n the f l e s h ; he was i g n o r a n t as man, 
humanly, o r i n the f l e s h , and t h e r e f o r e asked q u e s t i o n s 
as man, humanly or i n the f l e s h . He was a f r a i d as man, 
humanly or i n the f l e s h . The Logos, however, a l s o r e c e i v e d 
o f God's grace i n h i s human economy. He developed i n grace 
as man, humanly or i n the f l e s h ; he r e c e i v e d power and 
g l o r y from t he F a t h e r as man, humanly o r i n the f l e s h ; and 
he was e x a l t e d as man or i n the f l e s h . 
I t i s i n r e s p e c t o f the Logos r e m a i n i n g e t e r n a l l y 
God, w h i l e y e t becoming t r u l y man t h a t A t h a n a s i u s views 
C h r i s t i n terms o f t h i s human economy, over a g a i n s t h i s 
d i v i n e economy, as God, d i v i n e l y o r i n h i s d i v i n i t y . 
Thus w h i l e as God, the Logos i s beyond t h e f i n i t e and 
c r e a t u r e l y w o r l d i n h i s person and power, b e i n g the 
i m p a s s i b l e Son, one w i t h the Father i n b e i n g and a c t , 
as man the Logos i s l i m i t e d and weak, s h a r i n g t o t a l l y i n 
man's c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . 
To A t h a n a s i u s ' mind, the r e c o g n i t i o n o f these two 
economies o f the d i v i n e Logos i n c a r n a t e i s n o t the r e s u l t o f 
the imposing a l a t e r view upon an e a r l i e r b i b l i c a l t h o u g h t ; 
i t i s n o t the r e s u l t o f r e a d i n g S c r i p t u r e i n terms o f h i s 
p a r t i c u l a r p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s . For At h a n a s i u s b e l i e v e d t h a t 
the scope and c h a r a c t e r o f h o l y S c r i p t u r e w i t n e s s e d to 
these two economies o f C h r i s t . Indeed, w h i l e n o t q u o t i n g 
a l l the a v a i l a b l e S c r i p t u r a l passages i n support o f these 
economies, he r e f e r s t o Gen.1.3,6,26, Jn.1.1-3 and P h i l . 2 . 6 . 
as p o i n t i n g t o C h r i s t ' s d i v i n e economy, and to Mt.1.23, 
Jn.1.14 and P h i l . 2 . 7 - 8 as p o i n t i n g to h i s human economy. 
There c e r t a i n l y i s no i n t e n t i o n i n the use o f the 
phrase'as man' to suggest a d o c e t i c C h r i s t o l o g y . For the 
d i v i n e Logos t r u l y became man, as we have n o t e d , and as 
the passions which he s u f f e r e d as man show: "these passions 
were m a n i f e s t e d because he had a body, n o t i n appearance, 
b u t i n t r u t h . " ( 7 5 ) . F u r t h e r the Logos o n l y e n t e r e d upon 
h i s human economy when h a v i n g assumed f l e s h , he became man; 
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he o n l y spoke and s u f f e r e d humanly when b e a r i n g f l e s h , 
he became man ( 7 6 ) . Hence, the d i v i n e Logos o n l y s u f f e r e d 
as man o r i n the f l e s h when he became man, the d e s c r i p t i o n 
o f w h i c h r e c a l l s the Nicene clause sarkothen t a k a i enan thropesan t a 
which was i n s e r t e d i n t o an a n t i - A r i a n creed i n o r d e r to 
exclude the r e j e c t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l . Hence, i t 
seems t h a t C h r i s t as t r u e man t r u l y s u f f e r e d as man. 
While t h e r e are two economies i n C h r i s t , e q u i v a l e n t 
t o h i s two n a t u r e s , t h e r e i s but one s u b j e c t , as b e f i t s 
the "becoming" o f the Logos as man. A c l e a r example o f 
the s i n g l e n e s s o f s u b j e c t i n the C h r i s t occurs i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 
t r e a t m e n t o f Mt.26.39, where Athanasius notes that'human 
was the s a y i n g , " l e t t h i s cup pass"....and d i v i n e was the 
a c t whereby the same caused the sun t o f a i l ' ( 7 7 ) . 
Hence, even where the two economies are c l e a r l y 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d by the use o f men de we f i n d the 
common s u b j e c t s t r e s s e d by the ho a u t o s , "the same". This 
p o i n t i s again s u c c i n c t l y p u t i n 35.22-28: " i f we see him 
doing o r s a y i n g a n y t h i n g d i v i n e l y t h r o u g h the i n s t r u m e n t 
o f h i s own body, we may know t h a t he so works, b e i n g 
God; and i f we see him speaking o r s u f f e r i n g humanly, we 
may n o t be i g n o r a n t t h a t he bore f l e s h and became man, and 
thus he so a c t s and speaks. For i f we r e c o g n i s e what i s 
p r o p e r to each, and see and und e r s t a n d t h a t b o t h these 
t h i n g s and those are done by one, we are r i g h t i n our 
f a i t h . " . The s u b j e c t o f the two d i s t i n c t economies i s the 
one C h r i s t , the Logos become man. 
I t i s w o r t h n o t i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 1 t r e a t m e n t o f 
C h r i s t ' s economies s u p p o r t our c o n c l u s i o n s t h a t i n becoming 
man, the Logos t r u l y became man, w h i l e y e t n o t s u f f e r i n g 
any e s s e n t i a l a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e . That the 
s u b j e c t o f bo t h C h r i s t ' s d i v i n e and h i s human economies i s 
one p o i n t s t o the r e a l i t y o f the d i v i n e Logos' becoming 
man. That what the Logos does d i v i n e l y i s d i s t i n c t from 
what he does humanly, b e i n g p r o p e r to h i s d i v i n i t y , p o i n t s 
t o the Logos' s t i l l b e i n g t r u l y God, w h i l e y e t h a v i n g 
become man. 
I n becoming man, the d i v i n e Logos was n o t drawing 
near to man from the f a r d i s t a n c e . "For i n p l a c e n o t h i n g i s 
f a r from God, b u t i n n a t u r e o n l y a l l t h i n g s are f a r from 
him. . . .''(78) . He never p l a y e d the r o l e o f the m e t a p h y s i c a l l y -
d i s t a n t d e i t y o f the Ep i c u r e a n s , which e x i s t e d i n grand 
i s o l a t i o n from the w o r l d t h a t he s e t i n m o t i o n . Rather, 
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the d i v i n e Logos who became man was he who was ever 
concerned f o r h i s c r e a t i o n t h r o u g h h i s p r o v i d e n c e . He 
who was concerned f o r the cosmos from w i t h o u t as i t s 
c r e a t o r became, t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n , he who was concerned 
f o r i t from w i t h i n , as the man Jesus, i t s Sa v i o u r . 
I t was t h i s p h i l a n t h r o p i c Logos o f the Father who 
became man. This meant t h e r e f o r e the unique i r r u p t i o n o f 
the e t e r n a l Logos,who i s beyond t i m e , i n t o the c o n t i n g e n t 
r ealm o f t i m e . "He who was ever God, and i s the Son, l a t e r 
assumed f l e s h and became man"(79). Yet t h i s e n t r y i n t o 
time was n o t a chance e n t r y . I t was t h a t e f f e c t e d a t the 
end o f the age, i n t h e c l i m a c t i c moment o f h i s t o r y , 
c l i m a c t i c above a l l i n the sense t h a t h i s e n t r y e f f e c t e d 
the t e r m i n a t i o n and consummation of the ages which p r e p a r e d 
men f o r the l o n g - a w a i t e d Messiah, the C h r i s t . 
Through h i s e n t r y i n t o the sphere o f space and t i m e , 
the d i v i n e Logos humbled h i m s e l f . For i n becoming man, the 
Logos o f God humbled h i m s e l f i n t a k i n g the form o f a s l a v e . 
For as man, the d i v i n e Logos was s u b j e c t e d t o human p a s s i o n s ; 
the same Logos, who as God was beyond p a s s i b i l i t y , s u f f e r e d 
i n and t h r o u g h t h a t humanity w h i c h he assumed. For he 
s u f f e r e d those s u f f e r i n g s w h i c h were t r u e to h i s humanity, 
and which t h e r e f o r e p o i n t e d t o t h e f a c t t h a t the e t e r n a l 
God was t r u l y i n c a r n a t e , because i t became the d i v i n e Logos, 
i n p u t t i n g on human f l e s h , t o put on i t whole, w i t h the 
a f f e c t i o n s p r o p e r t o i t , and n o t t o remain e x t e r n a l t o the 
f l e s h t h a t s u f f e r e d . Thus w h i l e the Logos as God remained 
e t e r n a l l y one w i t h God, the same Logos as man was humbled 
i n h i s b e i n g i n p a s s i b l e f l e s h . 
One o f the consequences o f t h i s self-abasement o f 
the d i v i n e Logos o f the F a t h e r was h i s r e c e i p t o f power 
fr o m the Godhead. I t was n o t , however ,the d i v i n e Logos 
who r e c e i v e d t h i s power. For he was n o t needy h i m s e l f , 
b e i n g the G i v e r and Bestower o f grace to o t h e r s ; he 
always had had t h a t grace which he had e t e r n a l l y from the 
F a t h e r , the Son h a v i n g a l l t h a t t h e Father has from h i s 
e x a c t l i k e n e s s and i d e n t i t y to t h e Father. Rather, the 
Logos r e c e i v e d t h i s grace as man, on account o f t h e body 
w h i c h , b e i n g man's f a l l e n f l e s h , was i n need o f g l o r i f i c a t i o n ; 
he r e c e i v e d i t i n h i s assumed humanity, and i n the f l e s h 
t h a t he became. Thus the Logos r e c e i v e d as man what he 
always had as God. He who g l o r i f i e s o t h e r s g l o r i f i e d 
h i m s e l f as man ( 8 0 ) . 
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I t i s n o t e w o r t h y t h a t i t was o n l y through the 
i n t i m a c y o f a t r u e i n c a r n a t i o n t h a t i t c o u l d be s a i d t h a t 
t he d i v i n e Logos r e c e i v e d o f the bounty o f the Godhead. 
I t was o n l y i n t h a t i t was h i s f l e s h , which he had 
assumed when he became man, and i n which he was i n and 
th r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , t h a t r e c e i v e d t h i s grace, t h a t 
i t c o uld be s a i d t h a t the Logos r e c e i v e d t h i s grace. 
While i t i s t r u e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos bestowed 
grace upon h i m s e l f as man, he d i d n o t do so on h i s own 
account, b u t t h a t of the f l e s h . For the Logos r e c e i v e d 
t h i s grace as man t h a t h e n c e f o r t h men i n C h r i s t might have 
the power t o w i t h s t a n d e v i l , h a v i n g become i n C h r i s t 
p a r t a k e r s o f a d i v i n e n a t u r e ( 8 1 ) , and t h a t they might 
r e i g n e v e r l a s t i n g l y i n heaven, h a v i n g been d e l i v e r e d 
from t h e i r n a t u r a l c o r r u p t i o n . Indeed, n o t t o r e c o g n i s e 
t h a t the Logos bestowed grace upon h i m s e l f f o r a l l men 
would be t o s t r i p human n a t u r e o f the grace which men 
r e c e i v e d i n and thro u g h C h r i s t , and thus r a t h e r than t o 
see men b e t t e r e d t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n , to see the 
Logos b e t t e r e d t h e r e b y . Consequently, n o t to r e c o g n i s e 
the t r u t h o f the Logos i n c a r n a t e r e c e i v i n g grace, n o t 
on h i s own account, b u t f l e s h ' s , i s to d e s t r o y man's 
s a l v a t i o n . 
The be s t o w a l of t h i s grace upon men c o u l d n o t have 
been e f f e c t e d p r o p e r l y o t h e r w i s e than i n C h r i s t . For 
the b e s t o w a l had to be i n t e r n a l i s e d w i t h i n man's sphere. 
Indeed, f o r the t r a n s c e n d e n t God t o have bestowed such 
grace upon man from w i t h o u t would have l e f t man's s a l v -
a t i o n i n s e c u r e . For w h i l e man would have been able to 
r e c e i v e t h i s grace, he would a l s o have been l i a b l e t o lose 
i t a g a i n , as the case of Adam r e v e a l s . Thus, i n ord e r 
t h a t the grace g i v e n might be i r r e v o c a b l e , and secure f o r 
man, ( 8 2 ) , C h r i s t made h i s own t h a t grace, r e c e i v i n g as 
man the power which he always had as God. The Logos 
r e c e i v e d as man i n ord e r t h a t , f l e s h h a v i n g r e c e i v e d i n 
him, the g i f t o f grace might h e n c e f o r t h abide t h r o u g h 
t h a t f l e s h s e c u r e l y f o r us. 
To R i c h a r d , A t h a n a s i u s ' e x p l a n a t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s 
r e c e i p t o f grace i s n o t e n t i r e l y s a t i s f a c t o r y . For, 
"sans doute l a c h a i r ou l e c o r p s , au sens s t r i c t , ne 
semblent pas c o n s t i t u e r l e r e c e p t a c l e i d e a l , meme comme 
i n s t r u m e n t du Verbe, pour l e s dons de g l o i r e e t de 
p u i s s a n c e " ( 8 3 ) . C e r t a i n l y , i t i s t r u e t h a t t he Logos 
r e c e i v e s the grace o f h i s F a t h e r on account o f h i s body 
or on account o f h i s f l e s h ( 8 4 ) . For man's f l e s h , which 
the Logos assumed, was i n need o f g l o r i f i c a t i o n . Yet the 
Logos a l s o r e c e i v e d humanly, as man o r when he became man 
(85) . The d i v i n e Logos t h e r e f o r e r e c e i v e d t he grace o f h i s 
Fat h e r on account o f h i s body. That body i s , however, 
to be understood i n the l i g h t o f the o t h e r i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
c l a u s e s , which complement and c l a r i f y A t h a n a s i u s ' t h o u g h t 
here . 
Of p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t i s the f a c t t h a t t h i s so q u a l i f i e d 
body, on account o f which the Logos r e c e i v e d t h e g i f t o f 
grace, i s t o be u n d e r s t o o d i n terms o f a t h e o l o g i c a l 
d i s t i n c t i o n from t h e i n c o r p o r e a l and i m m a t e r i a l Logos o f 
God, and n o t i n terms o f a p h y s i o l o g i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n from 
the human s o u l . For the body, on account o f whi c h the 
grace i s bestowed, i s c o n t r a s t e d w i t h the d i v i n e Logos 
who i s beyond need; t h e f l e s h , on account o f which the 
b e s t o w a l i s made, i s c o n t r a s t e d w i t h t h e d i v i n e Logos 
h i m s e l f . The f l e s h which r e c e i v e s the grace, s i n c e i t i s 
i n need o f g l o r i f i c a t i o n , stands i n c o n t r a s t w i t h he who 
g l o r i f i e s o t h e r s , the Logos o f God; t h e r e c e i v i n g humanity 
i s c o n t r a s t e d w i t h the d e i t y o f t h e Logos. The C h r i s t 
r e c e i v e s as man what he always had as God. The c o n t e x t 
i s t h e r e f o r e t h e o l o g i c a l . I t i s t h e r e f o r e i n t h i s 
c o n t e x t t h a t we must see the humanity which r e c e i v e s . 
That body, on whose account the grace was bestowed upon 
the Logos i n c a r n a t e , i s t h e r e f o r e t o be seen as man's 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , o f whi c h 'body' i s the t r a d i t i o n a l 
A t h a n a s i a n h a l l - m a r k , i n i t s c o n t r a s t w i t h the C r e a t o r 
God, and n o t as man's body, over a g a i n s t h i s s o u l . 
That the body o r f l e s h on account o f which the 
be s t o w a l was made was n o t t o be u n d e r s t o o d "au sens s t r i c t " 
(86) i s e s t a b l i s h e d i n 38.24-26 where At h a n a s i u s e x p l a i n s 
how the Logos was s a i d t o have r e c e i v e d o f God: the f l e s h 
i t s e l f r e c e i v e d ; b u t s i n c e t h a t which r e c e i v e d was i n t h e 
Logos, and s i n c e he had assumed t h a t f l e s h by becoming 
man, he i s s a i d h i m s e l f t o have r e c e i v e d . The cl a u s e 
"having assumed f l e s h , he became man" ( 8 7 ) , which i s p a r t 
o f t h i s e x p l a n a t i o n , echoes the Nicene f o r m u l a w h i c h 
excludes t h e A r i a n d e n i a l o f a human s o u l i n C h r i s t . I t 
seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t the humanity on whose account the 
grace was bestowed was f u l l , i t s t o t a l i t y b e i n g a s s e r t e d 
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i n the Nicene manner. 
The humanity w h i c h r e c e i v e d t h e grace i n C h r i s t 
was f u l l y human. Yet i t s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s was s t r e s s e d 
by i t s b e i n g r e f e r r e d t o as body and f l e s h . This 
A t h a n a s i u s s t r e s s e d p a r t l y because the grace was g i v e n 
t o man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , because he was t h e r e i n 
n a t u r a l l y needy, and p a r t l y because i t was man i n h i s 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s who r e q u i r e d d e i f i c a t i o n from h i s n a t u r a l 
c o r r u p t i o n and m o r t a l i t y t h r o u g h h i s r e c e i p t o f grace; 
i t was i n h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , i n h i s mutable and c o r -
r u p t i b l e m o r t a l i t y , t h a t man needed the s t a b i l i t y g i v e n 
by the grace o f r e c r e a t i o n worked by God i n C h r i s t . 
The use o f body i n the c o n t e x t o f the e x p l a n a t i o n 
o f C h r i s t ' s r e c e i p t o f the g i f t s o f g l o r y and power i s 
t h e r e f o r e most s u i t a b l e f o r b o t h i t s t h e o l o g i c a l and 
s o t e r i o l o g i c a l c o n t e x t . Indeed, g i v e n A t h a n a s i u s 1 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f body as t h a t i n which one cannot a c t 
i n i s o l a t i o n from one's f e l l o w man, b e i n g bound t o g e t h e r 
i n common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s t h r o u g h one's body, 'body' i s 
a l s o s u i t a b l e as the organ i n and t h r o u g h which the Logos 
e f f e c t e d the s a l v a t i o n o f man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l y need. 
D u r i n g h i s l i f e as a man, C h r i s t asked s e v e r a l 
q u e s t i o n s : he asked o f the whereabouts o f t h e dead 
Lazarus; he asked h i s d i s c i p l e s whom men th o u g h t t h a t he 
was; and on the o c c a s i o n o f the f e e d i n g o f the f i v e 
thousand, he asked h i s d i s c i p l e s how may loaves they had. 
None o f these q u e s t i o n s can, however, be a p p l i e d t o the 
d i v i n e Logos, thus s u g g e s t i n g t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos was 
i g n o r a n t , and t h e r e f o r e n o t t h e Wisdom o f God, b u t a 
c r e a t u r e . 
A t h a n a s i u s b e g i n s t o show t h a t these q u e s t i o n s are 
n o t thus a p p l i c a b l e by a s s e r t i n g t h a t q u e s t i o n s do not 
n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y ignorance on the p a r t o f him who asks 
the q u e s t i o n . Thus, f o r example, God can ask where Adam 
i s and where A b e l , Cain's b r o t h e r , i s w h i l e y e t knowing 
the answer. Indeed, when C h r i s t asked h i s d i s c i p l e s 
how many loaves t h e r e were, he asked a l t h o u g h he knew. 
For he asked, t o prove P h i l i p , as he knew what he would do. 
C o n v e r t i n g these paradigms t o the o t h e r problem areas, 
A t h a n a s i u s t h e r e f o r e m a i n t a i n e d t h a t the Lord can ask 
where Lazarus was and whom men t h o u g h t t h a t he was, and 
y e t n o t be i g n o r a n t o f the answers. 
Not o n l y t h e r e f o r e do these q u e s t i o n s n o t 
n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y t h a t the d i v i n e Logos i s i g n o r a n t o f 
the answers t o h i s q u e s t i o n s , but a l s o t h a t i g n orance i s not 
p r o p e r t o t h e d i v i n e Logos, who, b e i n g o m n i s c i e n t , knows 
a l l even b e f o r e i t comes t o be, p r e s c i e n c e b e i n g p r o p e r 
t o the C r e a t o r Logos, and ignorance n o t p r o p e r . For he 
was the medium o f God's r e v e l a t i o n o f knowledge t o man. 
Hence, f o r example, i f the F a t h e r r e v e a l e d t o P e t e r the 
answer t o the q u e s t i o n t h a t the Lord p u t a t Caesarea 
P h i l i p p i , i t i s p l a i n t h a t t h r o u g h the Son t h a t r e v e l a t i o n 
was made. For no-one knows the Son save the F a t h e r , 
n e i t h e r t h e F a t h e r save the Son and he t o whomsoever the 
Son r e v e a l s him. I f t h e n , i t i s c e r t a i n t h a t t h e Lord 
who asked P e t e r whom men t h o u g h t t h a t he, the C h r i s t , was, 
h a v i n g f i r s t r e v e a l e d t o P e t e r from the F a t h e r t h a t he was 
the C h r i s t , the Son o f the l i v i n g God, n e x t asked the 
q u e s t i o n , i t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t w h i l e C h r i s t asked 
the q u e s t i o n , he knew d i v i n e l y what Pet e r would r e p l y . 
Thus At h a n a s i u s f e l t t h a t these q u e s t i o n s p r o p e r l y 
d i d n o t i m p l y an ignorance on the p a r t o f the d i v i n e Logos 
o f the F a t h e r . For the ignorance which was i m p l i e d by 
them r e f e r r e d n o t t o the Godhead,but t o h i s assumed 
humanity. For ignorance i s p r o p e r f o r the f l e s h ( 8 8 ) . 
The Son o f God o n l y i n q u i r e d o f h i s d i s c i p l e s as man, when 
he had been c l a d i n f l e s h . Thus he asked, f o r example, 
o f the whereabouts o f Lazarus humanly, and o f man's 
o p i n i o n s o f h i m s e l f humanly o r i n the f l e s h . 
I t i s w o r t h n o t i n g here t h a t the f a c t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
a s s e r t s t h a t C h r i s t ' s q u e s t i o n s do n o t n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y 
C h r i s t ' s i g norance does n o t mean t h a t A t h a n a s i u s i s i n 
doubt about the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s i g n o r a n c e . Nor does 
i t mean t h a t A t h a n a s i u s h o l d s a view i n ch. 37 t h a t i s 
c o n t r a r y and c o n t r a d i c t o r y t o t h a t h e l d elsewhere, as 
though ch. 37 d i d n o t a l l o w f o r C h r i s t ' s i g n o r a n c e , which 
was elsewhere r e c o g n i s e d . For the p o i n t o f ch. 37 i s not 
t h a t q u e s t i o n s do not i m p l y i g n o r a n c e , b u t t h a t q u e s t i o n s 
do n o t n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y i g n o r a n c e . T h i s , however, i s 
t r u e o n l y i n the case o f the Lord, o r the Son, b u t n o t i n 
the case o f the man Jesus, the Logos i n c a r n a t e . I n s h o r t , 
the aim o f Ch. 37 i s t o defend the omniscience o f the d i v i n e 
Logos, and n o t t o q u e s t i o n the r e a l i t y o f the ignorance o f 
the Logos become man. 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t R i c h a r d ' s argument t h a t 
C h r i s t ' s i g norance was n o t genuine must f a l l . Having 
n o t e d t h a t the f l e s h was indeed i g n o r a n t , w h i l e the 
d i v i n e Logos knows a l l even b e f o r e i t comes i n t o b e i n g , 
R i c h a r d asked whether one s h o u l d t h e r e f o r e conclude 
"que l e Verbe a i g n o r e , non en t a n t que Verbe, mais en 
t a n t que devenue homme ?" ( 8 9 ) . To Richard's mind, 
however, "S.Athanase e v i t e v i s i b l e m e n t de d i r e c e l a . 
On s e n t que c e t t e idee l u i repugne" ( 9 0 ) . Rather, he 
says t h a t the Logos i n q u i r e d as man, o r i n the f l e s h . 
However, R i c h a r d has a l r e a d y n o t e d t h a t f o r A t h a n a s i u s 
a q u e s t i o n " n ' i m p l i q u a i t pas une ignorance r e e l l e " ( 9 1 ) . 
R i c h a r d t h e r e f o r e notes t h a t n o t o n l y does A t h a n a s i u s 
no t say t h a t the Logos i n c a r n a t e was i g n o r a n t , b u t a l s o 
t h a t he asked q u e s t i o n s , and those q u e s t i o n s do n o t 
imp l y i g n o r a n c e . He concludes t h e r e f o r e t h a t A thanasius 
was n o t ready t o admit t r u e i g n orance i n C h r i s t . T h i s 
c o n c l u s i o n R i c h a r d s u p p o r t s from two o t h e r p o s i t i o n s . 
F i r s t l y , he quotes 38.7-10: "He asked q u e s t i o n s ; f o r the 
a l l - h o l y Logos o f God, who endured a l l t h i n g s f o r our 
sakes, d i d t h i s , t h a t , so c a r r y i n g our i g n o r a n c e , he 
might vouchsafe t o us the knowledge o f h i s own o n l y and 
t r u e F a t h e r . . . . " . "Tout c e c i e s t b i e n s u b t i l . I I 
f a l l a i t que l e Verbe p o r t e n o t r e ignorance pour l a 
d e t r u i r e . C'est p o u r q u o i i l a pose quelques q u e s t i o n s , 
c'est a d i r e des a c t e s s p e c i f i q u e m e n t humains dont l a 
A 
r a i s o n d ' e t r e e s t 1'ignorance de l a c h a i r , mais q u i 
n ' i m p l i q u e n t pas necessairement une ignorance r e e l l e 
dans l e s u j e t q u i q u e s t i o n n e " . ( 9 2 ) . Secondly, R i c h a r d 
r e f e r s t o ch. 50 where Ath a n a s i u s r e f e r r e d the A r i a n s 
to the q u e s t i o n s o f God t o Adam and t o Cain. "Puis i l 
a j o u t e que logiquement s ' i l s v e u l e n t accuser l e C h r i s t 
d*ignorance a cause de ses q u e s t i o n s , i l s d o i v e n t , avec 
l e s manicheens, a t t r i b u e r l e meme f a i b l e s s e au Dieu de 
l'A.T. Ceci c o n f i r m e n o t r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n du ch.38. 
Ce sont en e f f e t l e s i n t e r r o g a t i o n s humaines du Saveur 
q u ' i l compare l a avec c e l l e s de Dieu dans l a Genese " ( 9 3 ) . 
R i c h a r d ' s t h e s i s c o n c e r n i n g C h r i s t ' s ignorance 
must, however, f a l l . I n the f i r s t p l a c e , as we have 
a l r e a d y n o t e d , the argument o f A t h a n a s i u s t h a t q u e s t i o n s 
do n o t n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y ignorance has i t s p o i n t o f 
r e f e r e n c e i n t h e d i v i n e economy o f the Logos, and not i n 
the human. Moreover, c e n t r a l t o A t h a n a s i u s ' argument 
t h a t q u e s t i o n s do n o t n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y ignorance i s the 
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q u a l i f y i n g term " n e c e s s a r i l y " ( 9 4 ) . For w h i l e q u e s t i o n s 
do n o t n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y i g n o r a n c e , t h e y can do so. Thus 
f o r A t h a n a s i u s , w h i l e C h r i s t ' s q u e s t i o n s do not i m p l y 
ignorance on the p a r t o f the d i v i n e Logos, t h e y do on the 
p a r t o f the Logos i n c a r n a t e . Consequently, t h i s argument 
t h a t q u e s t i o n s do not n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y ignorance s h o u l d 
not be a p p l i e d t o the sta t e m e n t s o f the Logos i n q u i r i n g 
humanly, or i n the f l e s h , as though i t was t o be i n f e r r e d 
t h a t C h r i s t ' s ignorance was n o t e n t i r e l y genuine. Indeed, 
the q u e s t i o n s o f the Logos as man seem t o be taken as 
p o i n t i n g t o ignorance on the p a r t o f the i n c a r n a t e Son. 
For, h a v i n g shown t h a t the q u e s t i o n s o f the i n c a r n a t e 
Logos do n o t i m p l y ignorance i n the d i v i n e Logos, Athanasius 
c o n t i n u e s " i f t h ey s t i l l p e r s i s t on account o f h i s a s k i n g , 
then they must be t o l d t h a t i n the Godhead indeed ignorance 
i s n o t , b u t t o the f l e s h ignorance i s pr o p e r . " ( 9 5 ) . 
The A r i a n s i n s i s t e d t h a t C h r i s t ' s q u e s t i o n s p o i n t t o 
h i s i g n o r a n c e ; from t h i s t hey concluded t h a t t h e Logos 
was i g n o r a n t , and t h e r e f o r e n o t d i v i n e . A t h a n a s i u s ' 
r e a c t i o n t o t h i s was n o t , however, t o deny t h a t C h r i s t ' s 
q u e s t i o n s i m p l i e d i g n o r a n c e . Indeed, he s t r e s s e d the 
c o n n e c t i o n between " t o ask" and " i g n o r a n c e " ( 9 6 ) . Rather, 
he a d m i t t e d the i g n o r a n c e , b u t s t r e s s e d t h a t i t was n o t 
the d i v i n e Logos',but t h a t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s ' i n i t s essen-
t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n from the d i v i n e C r e a t o r Logos who assumed 
i t . I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t A t h a n a s i u s a l l o w s C h r i s t ' s 
q u e s t i o n s t o i m p l y a t r u e ignorance on the p a r t o f t h e man 
Jesus. Secondly, R i c h a r d suggests t h a t A t h a n a s i u s v i s i b l y 
a v o i d s s a y i n g t h a t the C h r i s t was i g n o r a n t "en t a n t que 
devenu homme" ( 9 7 ) . Yet, i n h i s t r e a t e m e n t o f C h r i s t ' s 
knowledge o f the l a s t day, A t h a n a s i u s s t a t e s t h a t " s i n c e 
he had become man, he i s not ashamed, because o f the f l e s h , 
w hich i s i g n o r a n t , t o say, ' I do n o t know'..." ( 9 8 ) . I n 
o t h e r words, At h a n a s i u s does admit t h a t the Logos was 
i g n o r a n t "en t a n t que devenu homme". Moreover, the s t a t e -
ment o f 38.7-10 does n o t suggest t h a t C h r i s t ' s ignorance 
was i n any way d o c e t i c . For the s u b j e c t o f 38.7-10 i s 
the a l l - h o l y Logos o f God, who endured a l l f o r our sake; 
t h a t the Logos endured " a l l " p o i n t s t o the f a c t t h a t n o t 
o n l y need t r u e i g n orance n o t be excluded from C h r i s t ' s 
e x p e r i e n c e , b u t a l s o t h a t t r u e i g n orance i s not imcompatible 
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w i t h the human economy o f the Logos; t h a t the Logos 
endured a l l i m p l i e s t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos underwent an 
exp e r i e n c e which was d e g r a d i n g f o r h i m s e l f . Such t r u e 
i gnorance would have been, he b e i n g God's Wisdom. However, 
had a f e i g n e d ignorance been p a r t o f t h a t " a l l " w hich the 
Logos endured, t h a t h u m i l i a t i o n i m p l i e d i n the verb 
hupomenein would have been n o n - e x i s t e n t . For t o endure 
d o c e t i c ignorance i s n o t t o endure; i t i s t h e r e f o r e n o t 
to s u f f e r the i m p l i e d h u m i l i a t i o n . F u r t h e r , 38.9 i n c l u d e s 
the c l a u s e "and so c a r r y i n g our i g n o r a n c e " . T h i s c l a u s e 
may be und e r s t o o d e i t h e r as t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n t h e l i g h t 
o f "he asked", o r as an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f the same. I t 
might be seen as meaning t h a t the Logos bore man's 
ignorance i n t h a t he asked q u e s t i o n s . Those q u e s t i o n s 
d i d n o t , however, n e c e s s a r i l y i m p l y i g n o r a n c e . Thus the 
ignorance which C h r i s t bore was not e n t i r e l y r e a l . T his 
i s how R i c h a r d understands t h i s c l a u s e ( 9 9 ) . On the 
o t h e r hand, i t mi g h t be seen as meaning t h a t the Logos 
asked q u e s t i o n s , and thus bore man's i g n o r a n c e , t h e 
l a t t e r c lause c o n f i r m i n g t h a t i n a s k i n g q u e s t i o n s Jesus 
showed h i s t r u e i g n o r a n c e . Given, however, t h a t , i n 
terms o f the human economy o f the Logos, q u e s t i o n s do, 
a c c o r d i n g t o A t h a n a s i u s , i m p l y i g n o r a n c e , and g i v e n t h a t 
the 'so'(houto) o f the clau s e "and so c a r r y i n g our i g n o r a n c e " 
n o t o n l y p o i n t s t o t h i s c l a u s e b e i n g the q u a l i f i c a t i o n o f 
the verb " t o ask", b u t a l s o a c t s as p o s i t i v e c o n f i r m a t i o n 
o f t he f a c t t h a t C h r i s t bore man's f l e s h , i t seems b e t t e r 
t o accept the second i n t e r p r e t a t i o n suggested above. 
Indeed, n o t t o accept t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n would mean the 
acceptance o f an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n which was s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t o r y . 
For w h i l e C h r i s t would be s a i d t o have borne man's ignorance 
which was r e a l , C h r i s t ' s ignorance would n o t have been r e a l , 
i t b e i n g suggested o n l y by q u e s t i o n s which d i d n o t i m p l y 
i g n o r a n c e . I n s h o r t , t h e r e f o r e , C h r i s t would n o t have borne 
man's ign o r a n c e . That C h r i s t n e c e s s a r i l y e x p e r i e n c e d 
man's t r u e ignorance i n o r d e r t o e f f e c t man's s a l v a t i o n 
from i t t o the knowledge o f the t r u e God seems c o n f i r m e d 
i n 57.26 where A t h a n a s i u s remarks t h a t the C h r i s t a b o l i s h e d 
by human means a l l human f a i l i n g s , t h a t t h e C h r i s t redeemed 
man from h i s ignorance by assuming man's own ignorance 
and thus d e f e a t i n g i t i n h i m s e l f . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t s i n c e the Logos asks q u e s t i o n s 
humanly o r i n the f l e s h , q u e s t i o n s b e i n g a mark o f ign o r a n c e , 
s i n c e he assumed f l e s h t h a t was i g n o r a n t , and s i n c e he 
bore man's i g n o r a n c e , the Logos o f Ath a n a s i u s was i g n o r a n t 
as man. Indeed, t h a t C h r i s t ' s i g norance i s r e a l i s con-
f i r m e d from o t h e r p o i n t s : i f the ignorance o f C h r i s t were 
n o t r e a l , i t would n o t have been necessary t o defend the 
d i v i n e , o m n i s c i e n t Logos from i t ; A t h a n a s i u s mentions 
t h a t the Logos d i d not s h r i n k from the ignorance which 
was man's. I f , however, t h a t ignorance had not been 
genuine, t h e r e would have been no p o i n t i n m e n t i o n i n g 
t h i s f a c t , n or any reason f o r the Logos' s h r i n k i n g from 
the n o n - e x i s t e n t . F i n a l l y , ignorance was one o f those 
b o d i l y a f f e c t i o n s which showed t h a t the Logos had a t r u e 
body and t h a t the body was h i s own. Had the ignorance 
o f C h r i s t been f a l s e , t h a t ignorance would have been no 
such evidence. 
C h r i s t , the i n c a r n a t e A l l Holy Logos o f God, endured 
t h i s i gnorance f o r man's sake; he bore man's ignorance 
t h a t he might vouchsafe f o r men the knowledge o f h i s 
own o n l y and t r u e F a t h e r , and o f h i m s e l f . As t h e r e f o r e 
w i t h h i s r e c e i p t o f grace o f the F a t h e r , so here, the 
Logos endured h i s human economy t o ensure and guarantee 
man's s a l v a t i o n . 
C h r i s t ' s s t a t e m e n t o f Mk. 13.32 t o the e f f e c t t h a t 
" c o n c e r n i n g t h e day, and the hour no-one knows, n e i t h e r 
t h e a n g e l s , nor the Son" r e c e i v e s a r a t h e r l e n g t h y 
t r e a t m e n t i n C.Ar.3. Yet i t s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s much i n 
l i n e w i t h the above e x p o s i t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s q u e s t i o n s . 
C e n t r a l t o A t h a n a s i u s ' e x p o s i t i o n o f t h i s s tatement 
i s the f a c t t h a t the C r e a t o r Logos, the d i v i n e Son who 
knew the Fat h e r , knew a l l t h i n g s . "For i t i s p r o p e r f o r 
the Logos t o know."(100). Thus the d i v i n e Logos o f the 
Father knew the time o f the l a s t day. For i t was pr o p e r 
f o r t h e Son t o know the day from t h e F a t h e r , the Son 
b e i n g i n the F a t h e r , and knowing a l l t h i n g s from t h e 
Fat h e r t h r o u g h h i s l i k e n e s s t o the F a t h e r . 
C h r i s t t h e r e f o r e d i d n o t say t h a t the Son was i g n o r a n t 
t h r o u g h a d e f i c i e n c y i n the d i v i n e Logos, b u t on account 
o f h i s f l e s h ( 1 0 1 ) . For h a v i n g become man f o r man ( 1 0 2 ) , 
by assuming i g n o r a n t f l e s h , w i t h men, as man the Logos 
was i g n o r a n t . Indeed, i t was r i g h t t h a t t h i s s tatement 
o f human ignorance s h o u l d be a t t r i b u t e d t o C h r i s t ' s 
humanity. For n o t o n l y was t h i s s t a t e m e n t made n o t 
b e f o r e t he Logos became man, b u t a l s o w h i l e i t was p r o p e r 
f o r t h e d i v i n e Logos t o k n o w , i t was p r o p e r f o r man n o t 
to know ( 1 0 3 ) . 
Thus i t i s c l e a r t h a t the same person, ho au t o s , 
( 1 0 4 ) , b o t h knows and does not know. For as God, as 
Logos and as C r e a t o r he knows d i v i n e l y ( 1 0 5 ) . Meanwhile 
he i s i g n o r a n t as man, humanly o r i n the f l e s h , on account 
o f h i s assumed humanity ( 1 0 6 ) . 
Evidence t h a t Mk. 13.32 does n o t im p l y an ignorance 
on the p a r t o f the d i v i n e Logos A t h a n a s i u s f i n d s i n two 
areas. He f i n d s an analogy t o Mk. 13.32 i n the P a u l i n e 
s t a t e m e n t o f 2 Cor.12.2 t h a t he knew a man i n C h r i s t , 
about f o u r t e e n y e a r s ago, whether i n the body he knew n o t , 
o r whether out o f the body he knew n o t , God alone knowing 
f o r w h i l e A t h a n a s i u s r e c o g n i s e s t h a t Paul a s s e r t s h i s 
ignorance h e r e , he b e l i e v e s t h a t t h i s a s s e r t i o n was 
r h e t o r i c a l , w i t h Paul i n f a c t t r u l y knowing t he f a c t s . 
From t h i s analogy A t h a n a s i u s concludes t h a t he who gave 
Paul the power t o know, must, f o r t h a t v e r y reason, have 
known h i m s e l f . Thus, w h i l e the d i v i n e Logos s a i d , "No, 
no t the Son...,", he s a i d so, w h i l e y e t knowing h i m s e l f . 
Again, when C h r i s t ascended, h i s d i s c i p l e s asked him again 
when the end would be. I n r e p l y , he s a i d t h a t i t was not 
f o r them t o know, b u t d i d n o t say humanly, "No, not the 
Son....", as he had p r e v i o u s l y . T h i s he d i d n o t answer 
s i n c e , h i s f l e s h h a v i n g r i s e n , h a v i n g shed i t s m o r t a l i t y , 
and h a v i n g been d e i f i e d , i t was n o t f i t t i n g f o r him t o 
r e p l y a f t e r the manner o f the f l e s h , t h a t i s , a d m i t t i n g 
h i s ignorance as i n c a r n a t e Logos, b u t t o teach d i v i n e l y , 
t h a t i s , r e v e a l i n g h i s knowledge as d i v i n e Logos. From 
t h i s p o s t - r e s u r r e c t i o n event, i t seems t h e r e f o r e c l e a r 
t o A t h a n a s i u s t h a t the d i v i n e Logos was n o t amongst t h a t 
group o f people from whom the knowledge o f the time o f 
the end was r i g h t f u l l y w i t h h e l d , b u t t h a t w i t h the Fat h e r 
he knew o f t h a t d a t e . 
The state m e n t "No, n o t the Son " i s n o t , however, 
a l i e : "he s a i d , 'no, the Son d i d n o t know'; and i n s a y i n g 
t h i s , he d i d n o t l i e " ( 1 0 7 ) . This R i c h a r d understood as 
showing "que n o t r e Docteur a v a i t p a r f a i t e m e n t conscience 
d 1 a v o i r p r e s e n t e comme apparante 1'ignorance du Sauveur, 
car 1 ' o b j e c t i o n q u ' i l s'est c r u o b l i g e d ' e c a r t e r , a ce 
p o i n t de sa d e m o n s t r a t i o n , de 1 ' e s p r i t de ses l e c t e u r s 
c ' e s t : "Done l e C h r i s t a m e n t i " ( 1 0 8 ) . A t h a n a s i u s ' 
i n t e n t i o n i n a s s e r t i n g t h a t the statem e n t "No, n o t the 
Son...." i s n o t a l i e i s n o t , however, to q u a l i f y the 
p r e s e n t a t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s apparent i g n o r a n c e . For C h r i s t ' s 
i g n orance was r e a l , as we s h a l l see. Rather, i t was t o 
c o u n t e r a p o s s i b l e i m p l i c a t i o n o f h i s e x p o s i t i o n . 
A t h a n a s i u s had i n s i s t e d many times t h a t the Son o f God, 
the d i v i n e Logos, was i n no way i g n o r a n t . Yet Mk.13.32 
a s s e r t e d t h a t C h r i s t s a i d t h a t no-one knew o f the end 
ti m e , n o t even the Son. From these two s t a t e m e n t s i t 
might t h e r e f o r e be supposed t h a t one was u n t r u e . I f the 
Son o f God was t r u l y o m n i s c i e n t , was Mk.13.32 a l i e ? 
To t h i s A t h a n a s i u s r e p l i e s , no. I t was n o t the Son o f 
God who was i g n o r a n t , b u t the Logos as man. For 48.26-27 
was n o t s a i d d i v i n e l y o f the Logos. Rather, i t was s a i d 
'humanly... as man'(109), h a v i n g i t s p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e i n 
the Logos' human economy. Indeed, t h a t t h i s i s the p o i n t 
o f r e f e r e n c e i s emphasised i n 43.39-1 where A t h a n a s i u s 
draws a t t e n t i o n t o the f a c t t h a t i t was n o t the Son o f 
God who i s the s u b j e c t o f the ignorance o f Mk.13.32, but 
s i m p l y t he Son ( 1 1 0 ) , an e p i t h e t w h i c h A t h a n a s i u s 
i n t e r p r e t s as the Son o f Man ( i l l ) . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t Mk.13.32 i s not a l i e , t h e 
ignorance i m p l i e d t h e r e must be genuine. Indeed, the 
ign o r a n c e i s shown t o be r e a l by two f a c t s . The ignorance 
i s t h a t o f which the Logos c o u l d be ashamed, but as man 
was n o t . I f however t h a t i g n o r a n c e had been i n any way 
d o c e t i c , t h i s s tatement would have been meaningless. 
Again, the Logos as man was i g n o r a n t i n o r d e r t o show the 
r e a l i t y o f h i s humanity, a p o i n t which would n o t have 
been made had the ignorance n o t been genuine. We may 
t h e r e f o r e r e j e c t Richard's view t h a t C h r i s t ' s i g norance 
was "une ignorance de d r o i t , non de f a i t " ( 1 1 2 ) , which he 
e x p e r i e n c e d as a r i g h t o f h i s assumption o f i g n o r a n t f l e s h . 
Mk.13.32 was t h e r e f o r e n o t h i n g more than an a d m i t t -
ance o f the t r u e ignorance c o n c e r n i n g the l a s t day by 
the Son o f Man, the Logos as man. I t has no meaning f o r 
the d i v i n e Son o f the F a t h e r . 
I t must moreover be s t r e s s e d t h a t t h e use o f the analogy 
o f 2 Cor.12.2 i s n o t t o c a l l i n t o q u e s t i o n the r e a l i t y o f 
C h r i s t ' s i g n o r a n c e . I t does n o t e s t a b l i s h t h a t " l * i g n o r a n c e 
du C h r i s t n ' e t a i t q u ' a p p a r e n t e " ( 1 1 4 ) . Rather, i t i s t o show 
t h a t a s t a t e m e n t o f i g n o r a n c e by the Logos as man need not 
mean an ad m i t t a n c e o f ignorance by the Logos as God. Even 
as Paul can say t h a t he i s i g n o r a n t , w h i l e y e t knowing 
t h a t which he denies, so the Logos can say t h a t he i s 
i g n o r a n t as man, w h i l e y e t knowing as God t h a t which he 
denies as man. Indeed, were the i n t e n t i o n o f t h i s 
analogy t o deny the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s i g n o r a n c e , man's 
s a l v a t i o n from ignorance t o t h e knowledge o f God, t h r o u g h 
the C h r i s t ' s c o n q u e r i n g o f the assumed ignorance o f man, 
would be denied. 
I t was t r u e ignorance which the Logos assumed i n 
and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n f o r men's p r o f i t . For i n 
t h a t t he i n c a r n a t e Logos knew o f and r e v e a l e d t o men the 
p e n u l t i m a t e events i n t h e h i s t o r y o f the cosmos, men were 
forewarned o f the end e v e n t s , and so saved from f e a r o f 
them. Moreover, men were saved from the p o s s i b i l i t y o f 
b e i n g deceived by f a l s e p r o p h e t s and f a l s e C h r i s t s i n the 
l a s t days. Yet, even as i t was b e n e f i c i a l f o r men t o know 
t h i s , i t was e x p e d i e n t f o r them n o t t o know the end. For 
had men known the time o f the end, they would have become 
l a x i n t h e i r C h r i s t i a n p r a c t i c e s i n the time b e f o r e the 
end, o n l y l i v i n g a g o d l y l i f e a t t h e v e r y time o f t h e end. 
As i t was, however, b e i n g i g n o r a n t o f t h e time o f the end, 
men were p r e s e r v e d i n the C h r i s t i a n l i f e ; t h ey reached f o r 
t h a t b e f o r e them and f o r g o t t h a t b e h i n d . Thus, b e i n g 
always p r e p a r e d f o r t h e r e t u r n o f C h r i s t , men were secured 
unto s a l v a t i o n . 
The l a s t aspect o f C h r i s t ' s knowledge o f God t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s t r e a t s i n C.Ar.3 i s h i s advance i n wisdom, i n 
s t a t u r e , and i n grace w i t h God and man. (115) 
The s u b j e c t o f t h i s advance was n o t the Logos the 
Wisdom o f God. For he was p e r f e c t , b e i n g i n the Fa t h e r ; 
he was the Son o f God who was equal w i t h the F a t h e r . He 
was t h e r e f o r e beyond p r o g r e s s . 
Rather the Logos advanced humanly; h i s assumed 
humanity advanced. For advance belongs t o men ( 1 1 6 ) . 
Indeed, t h a t i t was i n h i s human economy t h a t the Logos 
advanced i s c o n f i r m e d by the f a c t t h a t Lk. 2.52 r e f e r s 
t o C h r i s t ' s i n c r e a s e i n s t a t u r e , an i n c r e a s e which can 
have i t s p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e o n l y i n C h r i s t ' s humanity. 
For the d i v i n e Logos, who was i n c o r p o r e a l , was n o t open 
t o measurement o f s t a t u r e which i s p e c u l i a r t o b o d i e s . 
Yet, w h i l e i t was the humanity o f the Logos and n o t the 
d i v i n e Logos which advanced, i t c o u l d s t i l l be s a i d t h a t 
the Logos advanced i n the f l e s h . For the advance d i d n o t 
take p l a c e when the Logos was e x t e r n a l t o the f l e s h t h a t 
advanced. Rather, the f l e s h t h a t advanced was i n him, 
and was t h e r e f o r e c a l l e d h i s . I t s advance was t h e r e f o r e 
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h i s advance. 
Th i s advance o f C h r i s t i n s t a t u r e was h i s n a t u r a l 
g r owth as man; the p r o g r e s s i n wisdom and grace was the 
advance o f the Logos as man i n h i m s e l f , as God, the Wisdom 
o f God ( 1 1 7 ) ; i t was the g r a d u a l t r a n s c e n d i n g o f the 
assumed human n a t u r e t h r o u g h i t s b e i n g d e i f i e d i n and 
t h r o u g h the d i v i n e Logos; i t was the r e v e l a t i o n t o a l l 
o f the assumed humanity's r o l e as the i n s t r u m e n t o f Wisdom 
f o r the a c t i v i t y and m a n i f e s t a t i o n o f the Godhead. For 
the d i v i n e Logos r e v e a l e d h i m s e l f i n h i s assumed body, 
t h e r e b y m a n i f e s t i n g the Godhead i n the assumed humanity 
t o a l l men, and caus i n g man t o r e c o g n i s e t h a t C h r i s t ' s 
body was the temple o f God, God b e i n g i n i t . I n s h o r t , 
t h e r e f o r e , the more the d i v i n i t y o f God was r e v e a l e d i n 
C h r i s t , the more the grace o f the Logos as man i n c r e a s e d 
b e f o r e a l l men ( 1 1 8 ) . 
As we have seen, C h r i s t ' s development i n s t a t u r e 
was r e f e r r e d t o h i s body. From t h i s f a c t R i c h a r d deduces 
t h e r e f o r e n o t o n l y t h a t "Athanase entend evidemment l e 
corps au sens s t r i c t " ( 1 1 9 ) , b u t a l s o t h a t a l l C h r i s t ' s 
development i s t o be r e f e r r e d t o t h i s s t r i c t l y c onceived 
body. This d e d u c t i o n i s n o t , however, e n t i r e l y f a i r t o 
A t h a n a s i u s ' i n t e n t i o n . For w h i l e i t i s t r u e t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
notes t h a t "the advance i s o f the body" ( 1 2 0 ) , he does so 
f o r no a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l reason. Rather, he does so f o r a 
t h e o l o g i c a l cause. For the immediate c o n t e x t i s t h a t i n 
whic h A t h a n a s i u s s t r e s s e s t h a t i t was not the d i v i n e 
Logos, b u t the Logos i n c a r n a t e who advanced. For t h i s i s 
made c l e a r by the f a c t t h a t Luke has m e n t i o n e d ' s t a t u r e ' 
i n Lk.2.52. The d i v i n e Logos however, b e i n g God, i s n o t 
measured by s t a t u r e . Only b o d i e s a r e . Thus the advance 
mentioned i n Lk.2.52 cannot be r e f e r r e d t o the i n c o r p o r e a l 
Logos o f God, as the A r i a n s wished, b u t o n l y t o the body 
assumed by the Logos. 
I t i s c l e a r from t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t e x t t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t body i s i n t e n d e d o n l y t o mark the c r e a t u r e l y and 
m a t e r i a l aspect o f man, over a g a i n s t the c r e a t i v e and 
i m m a t e r i a l aspect o f God. To understand 'body' i n any 
more o f a p h y s i o l o g i c a l manner, as R i c h a r d does, i s t o 
s t r e s s the w r i t i n g o f A t h a n a s i u s . 
That to understand body, the p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e o f 
C h r i s t ' s advance, i n a s t r i c t l y l i t e r a l and a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
sense i s u n f a i r t o A t h a n a s i u s ' i n t e n t i o n i s c o n f i r m e d 
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elsewhere. For Athanasius e x p l a i n s C h r i s t ' s advance n o t 
o n l y i n terms o f C h r i s t ' s body, b u t a l s o i n terms o f h i s 
humanity and o f h i s f l e s h ; he advanced as man, humanly 
or i n the f l e s h . I n f a i r n e s s t o Ath a n a s i u s one must a l l o w 
a l l these e x p l a n a t i o n s t o q u a l i f y t he e x p l a n a t i o n o f 
52.27-28, and a l l o w the l a t t e r t o q u a l i f y the for m e r . 
Moreover, i n 53.9-13 A t h a n a s i u s n o t e s t h a t C h r i s t ' s 
p a s s i o n s , which i n c l u d e h i s advance, p o i n t to the f a c t 
t h a t the Logos became man and bore t r u e f l e s h , a c l a u s e 
t h a t r e c a l l s t h a t o f the Nicene creed which excludes the 
d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l . Thus i t seems t h a t r a t h e r 
t h a n C h r i s t ' s advance b e i n g r e f e r r e d o n l y t o h i s body, 
u n d e r s t o o d l i t e r a l l y , i t i s r e f e r r e d t o C h r i s t ' s f u l l 
h umanity, o f which the advance i s e v i d e n t . 
T h i s advancement o f C h r i s t , whose r e a l i t y i s seen 
from the f a c t t h a t i t was evidence t h a t the Logos became 
man and bore t r u e f l e s h , the Logos underwent, n o t f o r 
h i m s e l f , b u t f o r men. For the Logos advanced as man i n 
o r d e r t h a t men's advancement might endure, and, on account 
o f the accompanying Logos, f a i l n o t . For C h r i s t ' s advance 
meant the i m p a r t i n g from Wisdom t o men t h r o u g h C h r i s t o f 
d e i f i c a t i o n and grace. For, t h r o u g h the Logos' h a v i n g 
taken man's f l e s h , the s i n and n a t u r a l c o r r u p t i o n o f men 
was o b l i t e r a t e d i n C h r i s t a c c o r d i n g t o men '.s l i k e n e s s 
and k i n s h i p t o the f l e s h o f the Logos; f o r i n h a v i n g assumed 
man's humanity, C h r i s t ' s advancement i n grace and wisdom 
i n and t h r o u g h h i s humanity was man's advancement i n grace 
and wisdom. Even i n t h i s r e s p e c t t h e r e f o r e t he Logos' 
i n c a r n a t i o n was s a v i n g . 
While R i c h a r d acknowledges t h a t A t h a n a s i u s e x p l a i n s 
C h r i s t ' s advance i n wisdom i n terms o f s o t e r i o l o g y , he 
sees t h i s as an At h a n a s i a n a t t e m p t t o a v o i d a t t r i b u t i n g 
t o C h r i s t "une c r o i s s a n c e i n t e r i e u r de l a grace" ( 1 2 1 ) . 
T h i s same process R i c h a r d sees i n t h e f a c t t h a t t h i s 
same p r o g r e s s " n o t r e D o c t e u r . . . . d e f i n i t e x t r i n s e q u e m e n t 
par son e f f e t s u r l e s s p e c t a t e u r s " ( 1 2 2 ) . While i t i s 
t r u e t h a t A t h a n a s i u s d i d e x p l a i n C h r i s t ' s advance i n 
wisdom i n terms o f i t s s o t e r i o l o g i c a l e f f e c t upon o t h e r s , 
t h i s i s n o t t o be seen as p o i n t i n g t o an avoidance o f 
C h r i s t ' s t r u e development. For we must see t h i s e x p o s i t i o n 
a g a i n s t t h r e e p o i n t s : i n C.Ar.3 A t h a n a s i u s ' aim was p r i m a r i l y 
t o defend the d i v i n e Logos from t he h e r e t i c a l a s s e r t i o n s 
o f the A r i a n s , and n o t t o e x p l a i n C h r i s t ' s i n c r e a s e ; a g a i n , 
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A t h a n a s i u s emphasises the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l e f f e c t s o f 
C h r i s t ' s l i f e , t h a t he might s t r e s s , a g a i n s t the views 
o f the A r i a n s , t h a t C h r i s t ' s i n c r e a s e i n wisdom was n o t 
f o r t he b e n e f i t o f the d i v i n e Logos, b u t men; l a s t l y , 
the i n c r e a s e o f o t h e r s has as i t s presupposition the 
i n c r e a s e o f the C h r i s t . For men p r o g r e s s i n C h r i s t i n 
t h a t t h e i r humanity, which was assumed by the Logos, 
p r o g r e s s e d . The f i r s t two p o i n t s are m a n i f e s t i n 5 2 . 3 1 f f . 
For t h e r e A t h a n a s i u s notes t h a t as the man Jesus grew, 
so the m a n i f e s t a t i o n o f t h e wisdom o f God i n c r e a s e d , the 
r e s u l t b e i n g the g r a d u a l r e a l i s a t i o n by a l l t h a t Jesus 
was the Son o f God. I t was thus t o be seen t h a t t o 
advance i n wisdom was not the advance o f Wisdom i t s e l f , 
b u t manhood's i n i t . Hence t o e x p l a i n C h r i s t ' s advance 
i n wisdom and knowledge i n terms o f the redemption o f 
man from ignorance t o the T r u t h o f God i s not t o a v o i d 
a d m i t t i n g C h r i s t ' s i n t r i n s i c , o r p e r s o n a l , development 
i n wisdom, b u t t o s t r e s s t h a t i t was not the d i v i n e ; Logos , 
the Wisdom o f God, who developed, b u t the man Jesus, f o r 
the sake o f a l l men. The t h i r d c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n the 
l i g h t o f which C h r i s t ' s development i s t o be read i s 
m a n i f e s t i n Ch.53. For 52.36 notes t h a t the advance 
mentioned i n Lk.2.52 i s t h a t o f men a c c o r d i n g t o t h e i r 
l i k e n e s s and k i n s h i p t o the f l e s h o f the Logos; 5 3 . 2 2 f f . 
r e v e a l s t h a t w h i l e C h r i s t ' s humanity advanced, t h a t 
advance had wide s o t e r i o l o g i c a l e f f e c t s . I n b o t h these 
r e f e r e n c e s C h r i s t ' s i n t r i n s i c development preceded t h e 
e x t r i n s i c ; h i s p e r s o n a l development preceded t h a t o f a l l 
men i n C h r i s t . For w h i l e the Logos d i d advance p e r s o n a l l y , 
or i n t r i n s i c a l l y , i n t h a t i t was h i s humanity, from which 
he was not e x t e r n a l , which advanced, he advanced f o r a l l . 
I t t h e r e f o r e n e c e s s a r i l y had an e x t r i n s i c , o r s o t e r i o l o g i c a l , 
r e s u l t . 
C h r i s t ' s p e r s o n a l advance i s n o t s t r e s s e d i n Ch.52-53. 
Yet R i c h a r d i s wrong t o deny i t s e x i s t e n c e . Nor does the 
f a c t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s t r a n s f o r m e d the proekopte s o p h i a o f 
Lk.2.52 i n t o p r o e k o p t e n en s o p h i a , and then i n t o p r o e k e p t o n 
en t e s o p h i a (123) p o i n t t o t h e A l e x a n d r i a n ' s i n t e n t i o n 
" d ' e c a r t e r t o u t e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n p s y c h o l o g i q u e de ce t e x t e " 
( 1 2 4 ) . For t h i s t r a n s f o r m a t i o n does n o t a l t e r t h e sense 
o f the gospel verse f o r A t h a n a s i u s . For the source and 
the c e n t r e o f a l l knowledge f o r A t h a n a s i u s i s t h e T r u t h , 
the Wisdom o f God. Hence, f o r one t o develop p e r s o n a l l y 
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i n wisdom, i s f o r one t o develop p e r s o n a l l y i n one's 
knowledge o f the Wisdom o f God. T h i s f a c t a l s o , i n c i d -
e n t a l l y , e x p l a i n s why the o t h e r s i d e o f t h e c o i n t o 
d e v e l o p i n g i n wisdom i s the m a n i f e s t a t i o n o f God, the 
Wisdom, i n r e v e l a t i o n ( 1 2 5 ) . 
The l a s t o f C h r i s t ' s human passions which A t h a n a s i u s 
t r e a t s a t l e n g t h i n h i s C.Ar.3 i s h i s f e a r i n the face o f 
death. Working p a r t i c u l a r l y from such t e x t s as Mt.26.39 
and Mk.15.34, At h a n a s i u s m a i n t a i n s t h a t they must be 
un d e r s t o o d i n the same way as those verses c o n c e r n i n g 
C h r i s t ' s growth i n grace were. Thus, even as i t was 
C h r i s t ' s f l e s h which i n c r e a s e d , and y e t he was s a i d t o 
have developed on account o f the body b e i n g h i s own, so 
i t was C h r i s t ' s humanity which was a f r a i d , and the Logos 
was a f r a i d o n l y i n so f a r as h i s was t h a t humanity. 
For the d i v i n e Logos d i d not f e a r , as he was 
e t e r n a l l y God, b e i n g ever i n the F a t h e r , and never b e i n g 
d e s e r t e d by him; he was e t e r n a l l y L i f e ; he was i m p a s s i b l e 
by n a t u r e . Hence i t would have been unseemly and i r r e l i g i o u s 
t o have s a i d t h a t the d i v i n e Logos f e a r e d d e a t h . For f e a r 
was n o t p r o p e r t o the n a t u r e o f t h e Logos i n h i m s e l f . 
Indeed, i t would have been r i d i c u l o u s t o have suggested 
t h a t the Logos who rescued o t h e r s from death was a f r a i d o f 
t h a t same death. 
Rather, i t was the assumed humanity which s u f f e r e d 
t h i s f e a r ; the Logos s u f f e r e d humanly or i n the f l e s h . 
That t h i s f e a r was t o be r e f e r r e d t o the assumed humanity 
i s made c l e a r . For, i t was n o t s a i d t h a t t he Logos was 
a f r a i d p r i o r t o h i s t a k i n g f l e s h ; i t was s a i d humanly, 
o n l y when the Logos had become f l e s h by becoming man; i t 
was s a i d on account o f h i s human body. Secondly, f e a r 
was one o f C h r i s t ' s human a t t r i b u t e s . I t was one o f h i s 
human q u a l i t i e s . Hence i t was p r o p e r t o h i s body, h i s 
f l e s h o r the humanity (126) t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos assumed. 
Again, i t was the f l e s h , and n o t the d i v i n e Logos, which 
was p a s s i b l e , and t h e r e f o r e open t o f e a r . Indeed, f e a r 
o f death and t h e l i k e , which were q u a l i t i e s o f the body, 
were n o t t o be r e l a t e d t o the i n c o r p o r e a l Logos o f the 
Fat h e r u n l e s s and u n t i l the same i n c o r p o r e a l Logos 
assumed a m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e body. T h i s he d i d o f 
Mary. Thus, i t was o n l y when he had become i n c a r n a t e , 
t h a t he was i n a s u f f e r i n g , weeping and f e a r f u l body, t h a t 
t h ose t h i n g s p r o p e r t o the f l e s h were a s c r i b e d t o the Logos, 
i n h i s body. 
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I t i s c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e Logos d i d n o t f e a r d e a t h 
i n h i s d i v i n i t y b u t o n l y humanly. A c o r o l l a r y o f t h i s i s 
t h a t i t i s the same person, the Logos who i s b o t h above 
f e a r , and y e t who f e a r s . For as God he i s beyond f e a r , b u t 
as man he shares man's f e a r s . 
An i n t e r e s t i n g p o i n t a r i s e s i n 55.32-34, where A t h a n a s i u s 
notes t h a t the Logos p e r m i t t e d h i s body t o weep and hunger, 
and t o show those t h i n g s p r o p e r t o a body. This i s n o t , 
however, t o be i n t e r p r e t e d a l o n g t h e l i n e s o f 58.14 where 
Atha n a s i u s notes t h a t the Logos l e t h i s own body s u f f e r . 
For, i n t h i s l a t t e r case, the a l l o w i n g the body t o s u f f e r 
i s the o p p o s i t e o f p r e v e n t i n g those who were c o n s p i r i n g 
a g a i n s t him, even though he was able t o p r e v e n t them. 
I n the f o r m e r case, however, p e r m i s s i o n f o r h i s body t o 
s u f f e r i s e f f e c t e d i n o r d e r t o r e v e a l h i s p a s s i b l e body, 
the c l a u s e "by h i s p e r m i t t i n g i t t o weep..." a c t i n g as 
an e p e x e g e t i c a l c l a u s e t o the cl a u s e "he who shewed t h a t 
h i s body was p a s s i b l e " . This i s the same i d e a as t h a t 
p u t f o r w a r d i n DI_.18 where i t i s noted t h a t i t i s s a i d t h a t 
the Logos i n c a r n a t e was b o r n , a t e and drank i n o r d e r t o 
show t h a t the Logos had, n o t a f a n t a s i c a l , b u t t r u e body. 
The Logos d i d n o t s u f f e r , however, i n and f o r h i m s e l f . 
For even as contumely came upon C h r i s t , t h a t i t might no 
l o n g e r touch those i n C h r i s t , s i n c e i t had been d e s t r o y e d 
i n him, so f e a r came upon him on a l l men's account. For 
t h e Logos became man and s u f f e r e d as man i n o r d e r t h a t he 
might l i g h t e n the passions o f the f l e s h , and might f r e e 
t h e f l e s h from them. For by assuming f e a r , C h r i s t 
j o i n e d h i s d i v i n e w i l l , o r courage, t o human weakness, 
the r e s u l t o f which was t o d e s t r o y t h i s f e a r , and t o 
re n d e r men courageous and f e a r l e s s i n t h e f a c e o f death. 
I n s h o r t , C h r i s t s u f f e r e d i n the f l e s h i n o r d e r t h a t he 
might r e n d e r f l e s h i m p a s s i b l e and i m m o r t a l . 
One p o i n t which a r i s e s from C h r i s t ' s redemption o f 
man from f e a r , and which we must c o n s i d e r , i s t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s n o t e s t h a t men were rendered undaunted i n the 
face o f death t e nomizomene d e i l i a ( 1 2 7 ) ; even as the 
Logos d e s t r o y e d death w i t h d e a t h , and a l l man's human 
weaknesses humanly, so he removed man's f e a r t e nomizomene 
d e i l i a ( 1 2 8 ) . T h i s phrase has been seen by R i c h a r d , 
amongst o t h e r s ( 1 2 9 ) , as f i g h t i n g shy o f a d m i t t i n g the 
r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s , and hence 
as a move towards a d o c e t i c C h r i s t o l o g y . The c o n c l u s i o n , 
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however, t h a t t h i s phrase q u e s t i o n s t h e r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s 
f e a r o f death i s dubious. For the phrase must be seen 
a g a i n s t the background o f an a d m i t t a n c e o f C h r i s t ' s f e a r . 
A t h a n a s i u s ' a d m i t t a n c e o f the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s f e a r 
appears from the v e r y o u t s e t o f Ch.54. For i n the f i r s t 
t e n l i n e s A t h a n a s i u s r e p o r t s t h a t C h r i s t was t r o u b l e d and 
wept; he notes t h a t "Behold, he went, and s a i d 'now i s my 
s o u l t r o u b l e d ' and he besought t h a t the cup might pass 
away"; he c o n t i n u e s , " y e s , i t i s w r i t t e n , t h a t he wept.... 
and t h a t he s a i d ' I am t r o u b l e d ' , and on the c r o s s he 
s a i d . . . . 'why have you f o r s a k e n me?' and he besought t h a t 
t h e cup might pass away. Thus c e r t a i n l y i t i s w r i t t e n " 
( 1 3 0 ) . The r e p e a t e d use o f the verbs " t o be t r o u b l e d " 
and " t o weep", the t w o f o l d r e f e r e n c e t o Mt.26.39, the 
mention o f the c r y o f d e r e l i c t i o n , the emphatic "yes, i t 
i s w r i t t e n " and "thus c e r t a i n l y i t i s w r i t t e n " , a n d the 
i n c l u s i o n o f the p a r t i c l e s "behold" and "yes..." a l l p o i n t 
s t r o n g l y t o a r e c o g n i t i o n by A t h a n a s i u s o f C h r i s t ' s f e a r . 
That C h r i s t ' s f e a r i s r e a l i s c o n f i r m e d by the f a c t t h a t 
the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o f the body, o f which C h r i s t ' s f e a r i s , 
e x i s t t o demonstrate the Logos" i n c a r n a t i o n i n a p a s s i b l e 
humanity ( 1 3 1 ) . T h i s p o i n t i s made aga i n i n 55.34-36. 
For whereas the m i r a c l e s o f C h r i s t r e v e a l t h a t i t was God 
who was i n c a r n a t e , h i s p a s s i o n s show t h a t i t was a p a s s i b l e 
f l e s h which t h a t God assumed. Had C h r i s t ' s f e a r t h e r e f o r e 
n o t been r e c o g n i s e d as genuine, the b a s i s o f these two 
arguments would be n o n - e x i s t e n t . F u r t h e r , A t h a n a s i u s i s 
eager t o s a f e g u a r d t h e d i v i n e Logos from t h i s f e a r : " i t 
was not the d i v i n i t y w h i c h was f e a r f u l " ( 1 3 2 ) ; " i t i s not 
r i g h t t o say t h a t the Lord was a f r a i d " ( 1 3 3 ) . That 
Athanasius was so keen n o t t o a l l o w t h i s f e a r t o be 
a t t r i b u t e d t o the d i v i n e Logos would seem t h e r e f o r e t o 
suggest t h a t the r e a l i t y o f t h a t f e a r was t r u l y r e c o g n i s e d . 
I t i s a g a i n s t t h i s background o f the r e a l i t y o f 
C h r i s t ' s f e a r i n the f a c e o f death t h a t t h e phrase t e 
nomizomene d e i l i a s h o u l d be seen. I t seems, moreover, 
t h a t even w i t h i n the immediate c o n t e x t o f the phrase, 
the r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s f e a r i s r e c o g n i s e d . For w h i l e 
A t h a n a s i u s r e f e r s t o t e nomizomehe d e i l i a i n 57.27, he 
r e f e r s t o C h r i s t ' s f e a r i n g humanly i n 57.29,31-33. F u r t h e r , 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 s o t e r i o l o g i c a l thought seems t o s u p p o r t i t s 
r e a l i t y . For w h i l e the Logos d e s t r o y e d death by undergoing 
d e a t h , and every human p a s s i o n by s u f f e r i n g i n h i s humanity, 
204, 
he d e s t r o y e d men's f e a r by t e nomizomene d e i l i a ( 1 3 4 ) . 
Given the two precedents o f death and o f every human 
p a s s i o n b e i n g d e s t r o y e d by the Logos e n d u r i n g t r u l y 
these v e r y t h i n g s , and g i v e n t h a t the f e a r was one o f 
these human passion s which were d e s t r o y e d by the Logos' 
t r u l y e n d u r i n g them, i t seems l i k e l y t h a t man's f e a r 
was d e s t r o y e d by the Logos' t r u l y e n d u r i n g t h e same. 
This i s e s p e c i a l l y l i k e l y g i v e n the use o f the hos gar. . . . 
houto (135) which emphasises the s i m i l i t u d e between 
the d e s t r u c t i o n o f d e a t h by t r u e death and t h e d e s t r u c t i o n 
o f f e a r t e nomizomene d e i l i a . Indeed, t h i s l i k e l i h o o d 
i s made v i r t u a l l y c e r t a i n by 57.11-13. For t h e r e i n 
A t h a n a s i u s notes t h a t the d i v i n e Logos assumed f e a r f u l 
f l e s h i n o r d e r t h a t t h e r e b y he might combine h i s own 
w i l l , the d i v i n e courage, t o human weakness, man's f e a r . 
Having thus d e s t r o y e d t h i s a f f e c t i o n , he rendered men 
undaunted i n the f a c e o f death. I n s h o r t , i t was by the 
assumption o f man's f e a r i n t o h i s d i v i n e w i l l i n C h r i s t 
t h a t man was redeemed from f e a r . The r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s 
f e a r , emphasised by the use o f " f e a r f u l f l e s h " , and o f 
"human weakness" and by the f a c t t h a t f e a r had t o be 
d e s t r o y e d , i s t h e r e f o r e necessary t o the t r u e redemption 
o f man from f e a r . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t t e nomizomene d e i l i a , used i n 
t h e c o n t e x t o f the r e n d e r i n g man f e a r l e s s o f death, i s n o t 
t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a d o c e t i c manner; i t i s n o t t o be 
t a k e n t o mean " f e i g n e d f e a r " . Rather, i t seems t h a t the 
phrase s h o u l d be i n t e r p r e t e d i n the l i g h t o f hos hos meta 
d e i l i a n l a l e i n nomizousin h o i C h r i s t o m a c h o i ( 1 3 6 ) , 
the s u b o r d i n a t e c l a u s e o f the sentence i n w h i c h t h e 
d i s p u t e d phrase o c c u r s . Seeing nomizomene o f the phrase 
t e nomizomene d e i l i a as p i c k i n g up the p r e c e d i n g nomizousin, 
we a r r i v e a t the f o l l o w i n g sense f o r 57.14-16:"he, whom 
C h r i s t ' s enemies c o n s i d e r t o have spoken i n f e a r , has by 
t h a t f e a r c o n s i d e r e d as h i s by the A r i a n s rendered men 
u n d a u n t i n g and f e a r l e s s . . . ."The phrase t e nomizomene d e i l i a 
does n o t t h e r e f o r e i m p l y t h a t the f e a r was f e i g n e d , b u t 
t h a t i t was considered t h e Logos' by the A r i a n s . The phrase 
i s t h e r e f o r e b u t a t a k i n g up o f an A r i a n phrase i n an 
a n t i - A r i a n p o l e m i c . There may be a l s o the i d e a p r e s e n t i n 
the use o f t h i s phrase t h a t the f e a r was n o t the Logos', 
n o t n o t h i s i n t h e sense t h a t the f e a r was f e i g n e d , b u t i n 
t h e sense t h a t i t was n o t the d i v i n e Logos', b e i n g h i s o n l y 
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t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . W h i l e , however, t h i s i d e a i s i n 
ke e p i n g w i t h A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t o l o g y , i f i t does u n d e r l i e 
the phrase t e nomizomene d e i l i a , i t does so o n l y i n a 
v e r y s u b o r d i n a t e way t o the o t h e r , b e t t e r e s t a b l i s h e d 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 
That t e nomizomene d e i l i a ought t o be i n t e r p r e t e d 
as " t h a t f e a r c o n s i d e r e d as h i s by the A r i a n s " seems 
c o n f i r m e d by 37.34-35, "he who i s c o n s i d e r e d by them 
as i g n o r a n t , i s he who foreknew the reasonings o f h i s 
d i s c i p l e s . . . . " . For here n o m i z e s t h a i f u l f i l s t h e same 
f u n c t i o n as t h a t which we suggest i t f u l f i l s i n ch.57; 
i t p o i n t s o u t t h a t the A r i a n s c o n s i d e r e d the Logos 
h i m s e l f t o be i g n o r a n t and f e a r f u l . The verb a c t u a l l y 
does n o t b r i n g one t o the c o n c l u s i o n t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
" n ' e t a i t pas du t o u t dispose a l u i a t t r i b u e r un s e n t i m e n t 
p s y c h o l o g i q u e de c r a i n t e " , as R i c h a r d suggests ( 1 3 7 ) . 
Nor need the r e f e r e n c e i n c h a p t e r 57 t o the Logos 
" l i g h t e n i n g " the s u f f e r i n g s o f the f l e s h , and t o him 
" d e s t r o y i n g " i t s t e r r o r , l e a d us t o a s i m i l a r c o n c l u s i o n . 
For the reason f o r t h i s a l l e v i a t i o n by the Logos o f the 
human passions was n o t t o undermine the f u l l humanity. 
Rather the reason l i e s i n the f a c t t h a t i n t h e C h r i s t 
t h e d i v i n e Logos and the human body are i n c o n t i n u o u s 
i n t e r a c t i o n , t h e former c o n t i n u o u s l y redeeming the l a t t e r . 
For the Logos-body r e l a t i o n i s dynamic, and n o t s t a t i c . 
Hence, s u f f e r i n g n o t b e i n g p r o p e r t o the b l e s s e d s t a t e o f 
the saved, the d i v i n e Logos redeems the s u f f e r i n g body by 
r e l i e v i n g t h e s u f f e r e r . T h i s s u f f e r i n g however, i s not 
d o c e t i c . For i t i s o n l y genuine s u f f e r i n g t h a t needs 
" l i g h t e n i n g " . The s a v i n g Logos s i m i l a r l y d e l i v e r e d the 
f e a r f u l body by i m p a r t i n g t o i t knowledge t h a t i t was 
a c t i n g i n the w i l l o f God i n f a c i n g d e a t h , t h e r e b y removing 
the f e a r t h a t stems from i g n o r a n c e . Fear, f o r A t h a n a s i u s , 
was n a t u r a l t o the body, and r e s u l t e d from doubt. Over 
a g a i n s t t h a t , man was c o n f i d e n t when f u l l y i n the w i l l o f 
God. For he knew then t h a t what he was doing was r i g h t 
and f i t t i n g , and so n o t t o be f e a r e d . The w i l l o f God, 
or r e v e l a t i o n , removed f e a r and gave c o n f i d e n c e . T h i s 
was what happened i n the case o f the Logos i n c a r n a t e : the 
body n a t u r a l l y f e a r e d i t s death, b u t the Logos' r e v e l a t i o n 
t h a t the death was r i g h t and pr o p e r f o r t h a t body " d e s t r o y e d " 
t h a t f e a r . 
T his r e l e a s e from s u f f e r i n g and f e a r must n o t t h e r e f o r e 
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be seen as a m i n i m i s i n g o f the human i n d i v i d u a l i t y o f the 
C h r i s t , b u t as the n a t u r a l consequence o f the s a v i n g Logos 
b e i n g i n c a r n a t e , a consequence t h a t rebounds i n man's 
s a l v a t i o n from such p a s s i o n s , l e a v i n g him t o l i v e i n 
courageous j o y and peace i n God. 
As r e g a r d s C h r i s t ' s f e a r R i c h a r d notes t h a t Athanasius 
a s s e r t e d t h a t t he Logos was a f r a i d because he had a 
" f e a r f u l f l e s h " ( 1 3 8 ) . He never, however, a s s e r t e d t h a t 
the " C h r i s t was a f r a i d " . Moreover, t o e x p l a i n C h r i s t ' s 
f e a r , A thanasius r e s o r t e d t o "1'argument s o t e r i o l o g i q u e , 
done e x t r i n s e q u e " ( 1 3 9 ) . From these s e v e r a l p o i n t s 
R i c h a r d then concludes t h a t " i l semble b i e n a dmettre l a 
p o s s i b i l i t e d'un mouvement p h y s i o l o g i q u e de peur dans l a 
c h a i r du Sauveur. I I ne va pas p l u s l o i n " . ( 1 4 0 ) . T h i s 
i s tantamount t o s u g g e s t i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s was a f r a i d o f 
a t t r i b u t i n g t r u e f e a r t o C h r i s t h i m s e l f , p e r s o n a l l y . T h i s , 
however, was n o t the case. 
A t h a n a s i u s e x p l a i n e d C h r i s t ' s f e a r i n terms o f h i s 
assumed humanity, n o t because he was a f r a i d o f s a y i n g t h a t 
C h r i s t was f e a r f u l , b u t because he wished t o make v e r y c l e a r 
t h a t t he Logos d i d n o t f e a r as God. For by s t r e s s i n g t h a t 
the Logos s u f f e r e d thus o n l y as man, o r i n the f l e s h , 
because he had assumed a body o f which f e a r was p r o p e r , 
A t h a n a s i u s made v e r y c l e a r t h a t the Logos as God i n no 
way was f e a r f u l . Had, however, At h a n a s i u s merely a s s e r t e d 
t h a t the Logos had f e a r e d , the p o i n t o f the Logos as God n o t 
b e i n g f e a r f u l would n o t have been made so c e r t a i n l y . Hence 
i t was t h r o u g h an a p p r e c i a t i o n o f how b e s t t o c o u n t e r the 
A r i a n s 1 a s s e r t i o n t h a t t he d i v i n e Logos s u f f e r e d f e a r 
t h a t A t h a n a s i u s s t r e s s e d t h a t the Logos s u f f e r e d thus o n l y 
t h r o u g h h i s assumption o f f l e s h t o which f e a r was n a t u r a l . 
I t was n o t because he was a f r a i d t o a t t r i b u t e f e a r t o C h r i s t 
p e r s o n a l l y t h a t he e x p l a i n e d t he f e a r i n t h a t manner. 
R i c h a r d a l s o remarks upon the f a c t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
e x p l a i n s C h r i s t ' s f e a r s o t e r i o l o g i c a l l y . T h i s he sees as 
an e x t r i n s i c e x p l a n a t i o n , t he i m p l i c a t i o n b e i n g t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s was a f r a i d t o a t t r i b u t e f e a r t o C h r i s t i n t r i n -
s i c a l l y , o r p e r s o n a l l y . The s o t e r i o l o g i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n 
o f C h r i s t ' s f e a r i s e x t r i n s i c . Yet t h a t i s o n l y n a t u r a l . 
For, as w i t h a l l o f the Logos' human economy, so w i t h 
C h r i s t ' s f e a r , he s u f f e r e d i t f o r the sake o f a l l . Indeed, 
because the Logos became man on b e h a l f o f men, t h e r e i s 
n o t h i n g w h i c h the Logos t h e r e b y s u f f e r e d which he c o u l d 
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have s u f f e r e d f o r h i s own sake, o r i n t r i n s i c a l l y . Rather, 
t h a t which the Logos s u f f e r e d p e r s o n a l l y , or i n t r i n s i c a l l y , 
he s u f f e r e d f o r a l l , o r e x t r i n s i c a l l y . I n the c o n t e x t o f 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 e x p l a n a t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s f e a r , and i n t h e face 
o f t h e A r i a n t h e s i s , t he Logos' i n t r i n s i c s u f f e r i n g i s 
t h e r e f o r e e x p l a i n e d as t h a t which t he Logos s u f f e r s as 
man, or i n the f l e s h , and h i s e x t r i n s i c s u f f e r i n g as t h a t 
w h i c h he s u f f e r s on b e h a l f o f a l l . 
There i s t h e r e f o r e , d e s p i t e what R i c h a r d says, an 
admission i n C.Ar.3 o f the p e r s o n a l e x p e r i e n c e o f f e a r 
by C h r i s t f o r a l l men. 
C e r t a i n l y s i n c e the p u b l i c a t i o n i n 1947 o f Richard's 
s t u d y o f the human s o u l o f C h r i s t , a t t e n t i o n has been 
drawn t o two c o n s i d e r a t i o n s w h i c h a r i s e from A t h a n a s i u s ' 
t r e a t m e n t o f C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n s . F i r s t l y , A t h a n a s i u s 
seems n o t t o d i s t i n g u i s h C h r i s t ' s p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s 
from h i s p h y s i c a l , b u t r e f e r s b o t h t o the assumed f l e s h . 
Secondly, A t h a n a s i u s does n o t invoke a human s o u l o f 
C h r i s t t o e x p l a i n C h r i s t ' s p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s , b u t 
i s c o n t e n t t o r e f e r them t o the assumed humanity. The 
c o n c l u s i o n drawn from these two c o n s i d e r a t i o n s i s t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s c e r t a i n l y f a i l s t o a l l o w f o r a t h e o l o g i c a l 
f u n c t i o n o f a s o u l i n C h r i s t , and may f a i l even t o a l l o w 
f o r i t s p h y s i c a l e x i s t e n c e whatsoever. 
These c o n s i d e r a t i o n s and c o n c l u s i o n s we must r e c o n s i d e r . 
A t h a n a s i u s c e r t a i n l y r e l a t e s b o t h the p h y s i c a l and 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l passions t o C h r i s t ' s f l e s h ; he hungers, 
t h i r s t s and t o i l s i n the f l e s h ; he a l s o deprecates t h e 
cup o f death and was a f r a i d i n t h e f l e s h . The reason, 
however, why Athanasius does n o t d i s t i n g u i s h C h r i s t ' s 
p h y s i c a l from h i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l passions i s n o t because 
o f a d e f e c t i v e humanity i n Jesus, b u t because o f t h e o l o g i c a l 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s . A t h a n a s i u s was p r i m a r i l y concerned i n 
C.Ar.1-3 w i t h the s a f e g u a r d i n g o f the d i v i n e Logos from 
those c r e a t u r e l y c a t e g o r i e s which the A r i a n s sought t o 
a p p l y t o him; he was concerned t o d i s t i n g u i s h c l e a r l y the 
d i v i n e from t h e human. Working t h e r e f o r e w i t h i n t h i s 
framework o f the d i v i n i t y and t h e humanity, o r the d i v i n e 
economy and the human o f the Logos, A t h a n a s i u s was n o t 
concerned t o d i s t i n g u i s h C h r i s t ' s p h y s i c a l p a s s i o n s from 
h i s p s y c h o l o g i c a l , b u t o n l y t o d i s t i n g u i s h them b o t h from 
the d i v i n i t y o f the Logos. Thus i t i s t h a t he can combine 
them b o t h under the l a b e l o f t a s d i a t e n s a r k a lego.menas 
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a s t h e n e i a s ( 1 4 1 ) , them b o t h b e i n g human, i n i t s c o n t r a s t 
w i t h t o apathes t e s t o u Logou phuseos ( 1 4 2 ) . Moreover, 
w i t h i n t h i s c o n t e x t ' f l e s h ' i s n o t t h a t seen over a g a i n s t 
the ' s o u l ' , b u t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s over a g a i n s t d i v i n i t y . 
Thus i t i s t h a t A t h a n a s i u s uses 1 P e t . 4 . 1 : "thus C h r i s t 
s u f f e r e d f o r us i n t h e f l e s h " as the f o r m o f e x p l a n a t i o n 
o f a l l those p a s s i o n s , b o t h p h y s i c a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l , 
w h i c h are n a t u r a l t o the c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f man, b u t which 
are u t t e r l y a l i e n t o the i m p a s s i b l e n a t u r e o f the C r e a t o r 
Lo go s . 
Moreover, why A t h a n a s i u s f e e l s t h a t i t i s p r o p e r t o 
a t t r i b u t e b o t h the p h y s i c a l and t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s 
o f C h r i s t t o h i s assumed body o r f l e s h i s because of 
A t h a n a s i u s ' p a r t i c u l a r a n t h r o p o l o g y . For i t i s c l e a r 
from CG.41.10-12 t h a t the body, b e i n g composed o f p a r t s , 
and b e i n g c r e a t e d from n o t h i n g , i s n a t u r a l l y u n s t a b l e , and 
i s weak and m o r t a l when c o n s i d e r e d by i t s e l f . I n h i s 
b e i n g i n the image o f God t h r o u g h t he grace o f God, 
however, man enjoys a l i f e w i t h o u t sorrow, p a i n o r care. 
F u r t h e r , man i n h i s c o r p o r e a l i t y i s i g n o r a n t . For he 
i s n o t capable"by h i m s e l f o f knowing the C r e a t o r , o r o f 
t a k i n g any t h o u g h t o f God i n t h a t he was u n c r e a t e d , whereas 
man had been made from n o t h i n g , and he was i n c o r p o r e a l , 
b u t man had been f a s h i o n e d here below w i t h a body...!'(143) ; 
i n h i s body man i s i g n o r a n t o f the d i v i n e Logos, the 
Wisdom o f God, from whom stems a l l knowledge. However, 
t h r o u g h t he grace o f b e i n g i n the image and l i k e n e s s o f 
God ( 1 4 4 ) , men know God, the source o f a l l wisdom. I t 
seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t man i n h i s c o r p o r e a l i t y i s by n a t u r e 
p a s s i b l e , mutable and i g n o r a n t , whereas, i n h i s l o g i c a l i t y , 
i n h i s b e i n g i n the image o f God, he i s by grace i m p a s s i b l e , 
c o n s t a n t and wise. I t i s t h e r e f o r e t o the c o r p o r e a l i t y 
o f man t h a t weaknesses are t o be a t t r i b u t e d . I t i s 
t h e r e f o r e f i t t i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s a t t r i b u t e s C h r i s t ' s 
p a s s i o n s t o C h r i s t ' s assumed c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , h i s body o r 
f l e s h . 
That, i n f a c t , C h r i s t ' s body t o which C h r i s t ' s passions 
are a t t r i b u t e d i s h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , and n o t t h a t 
p h y s i o l o g i c a l o b j e c t over a g a i n s t the human s o u l , i s c l e a r 
from A t h a n a s i u s ' t r e a t m e n t o f C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n s . For, i n 
h i s d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s r e c e p t i o n o f t h e g i f t s o f grace, 
i t i s c l e a r t h a t w h i l e i t i s n o t the d i v i n e Logos who i s 
w a n t i n g , i t i s the body which i s ; he r e c e i v e d as man what 
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he always had. I n h i s d e s c r i p t i o n o f the q u e s t i o n s 
asked by C h r i s t , A t h a n a s i u s notes t h a t i t was the f l e s h 
t h a t was i g n o r a n t and n o t the d i v i n e Logos; C h r i s t 
i n q u i r e d i n the f l e s h o f what he knew i n h i s d i v i n i t y . 
As regards C h r i s t ' s ignorance o f the day o f judgement, 
Ath a n a s i u s remarks t h a t C h r i s t a d m i t t e d h i s ignorance 
on account o f h i s human f l e s h , a l t h o u g h as God he was 
n o t i g n o r a n t ; f o r he knew as Logos b u t was i g n o r a n t as 
man. I n h i s e x p o s i t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s g rowth i n grace and 
wisdom, Ath a n a s i u s s t a t e s t h a t the Logos advanced n o t i n 
h i m s e l f as the d i v i n e Son, b u t humanly,as t h e Logos was 
no t open t o i n c r e a s e , w h i l e the body was. F i n a l l y , i n h i s 
t r e a t m e n t o f C h r i s t ' s passions A t h a n a s i u s says t h a t i t 
was n o t the d i v i n e Logos who s u f f e r e d , b u t t h e Logos 
i n c a r n a t e . For w h i l e the d i v i n e Logos was i m p a s s i b l e , 
h i s assumed humanity was p a s s i b l e . These are b u t a 
sample taken from t h e many examples from which i t i s 
c l e a r t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity t o which h i s passio n s are 
a t t r i b u t e d i s t h a t over a g a i n s t the d i v i n e Logos; i t i s 
man's c r e a t u r e l i n e s s over a g a i n s t God's d i v i n i t y , and n o t 
man's body over a g a i n s t h i s s o u l . T h i s i s most c l e a r l y 
c o n f i r m e d i n 34.38-39,"the passi o n s are not p r o p e r t o the 
v e r y Logos by n a t u r e , b u t p r o p e r by n a t u r e t o the v e r y 
f l e s h . . ."(145) . For, i n t h i s passage where Logos and f l e s h 
are c l e a r l y o p p o s i t e s i n a t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r a s t , t h e 
p a s s i o n s r e f e r r e d t o are b o t h the p h y s i c a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l 
passions t h a t C h r i s t s u f f e r e d ( 1 4 6 ) , the Logos i s the 
e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e Logos o f the F a t h e r , and t h e f l e s h i s man 
i n h i s c r e a t u r e l y weakness. The s o t e r i o l o g i c a l consequences 
of C h r i s t ' s p a s s i b i l i t y f u r t h e r c o n f i r m s t h a t ' f l e s h ' can 
be t h a t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s t o which, t h e o l o g i c a l l y speaking, 
a l l p a s s i o n s b e l o n g . For t h r o u g h C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n a l l 
men are made a l i v e , t h e f l e s h no l o n g e r b e i n g e a r t h l y , 
b u t h e n c e f o r t h b e i n g made r a t i o n a l ( 1 4 7 ) ; t h e y no l o n g e r 
remained t r u e t o t h e i r c r e a t u r e l y , p a s s i b l e n a t u r e , b u t 
were made r a t i o n a l i n t h e i r f l e s h , t h e i r c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , 
by b e i n g redeemed from t he passions p r o p e r t o t h e f l e s h 
i n i t s f i n i t e c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . 
C o n f i r m a t i o n t h a t the body t o which C h r i s t ' s passions 
are a t t r i b u t e d i s n o t t o be seen as the human body over 
a g a i n s t t he s o u l i s found i n the use o f the a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
language which i s used i n those passages i n which A t h a n a s i u s 
t r e a t s these p a s s i o n s . For, At h a n a s i u s n o t o n l y a s s e r t s 
t h a t C h r i s t s u f f e r e d i n h i s body or f l e s h , b u t a l s o t h a t 
he d i d so humanly o r as man. C h r i s t ' s body, t o which 
h i s passions are r e f e r r e d , must t h e r e f o r e be understood 
i n t h e l i g h t o f t h i s " a n t h r o p i c " q u a l i f i c a t i o n . A gain, 
A t h a n a s i u s e x p l a i n s C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n s i n terms o f C h r i s t ' s 
humanity, which i s d e s c r i b e d i n a manner which echoes 
the Nicene f o r m u l a whereby t h e d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s human 
s o u l was excluded. For i n h i s d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s 
r e c e i p t o f the g i f t s o f grace, i t i s c l e a r t h a t the C h r i s t 
s a i d t o have r e c e i v e d humanly, on account o f the body; he 
r e c e i v e d h a v i n g assumed f l e s h , and become man. I n h i s 
d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e q u e s t i o n s asked by C h r i s t , A thanasius 
n o t e s t h a t i t was the Son who, even now b e i n g c l o t h e d i n 
f l e s h , as man asked these q u e s t i o n s . As regards C h r i s t ' s 
i gnorance o f the day o f judgement, A t h a n a s i u s remarks 
t h a t C h r i s t d i d n o t admit t h i s i g n o r a n c e " b e f o r e he became 
man b u t when the Logos became f l e s h . . . " . JMor was he 
ashamed o f h i s ignorance when he became man, on account o f 
h i s i g n o r a n t f l e s h . For he a d m i t t e d h i s i g n o r a n c e , i n 
t h a t he had f l e s h l i k e men's, and he had become man. I n 
h i s e x p o s i t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s p r o g r e s s i n grace and wisdom, 
Atha n a s i u s s t a t e s t h a t C h r i s t ' s advance p o i n t s t o t h e 
t r u t h o f t h e f a c t t h a t t he Logos had become man, and 
bore t r u e f l e s h . F i n a l l y , i n h i s t r e a t m e n t o f C h r i s t ' s 
p a s s i o n s , A t h a n a s i u s says t h a t the Logos o n l y s u f f e r e d 
these when the Logos became f l e s h and became man; he 
t h e r e f o r e f e a r e d a s , h a v i n g become man, he had a f e a r f u l 
f l e s h . I t seems c l e a r from the above t h e r e f o r e t h a t 
A t hanasius i s keen t o a s s e r t , t h r o u g h Nicene language, 
the f u l l n e s s o f t h e humanity t o which C h r i s t ' s passions 
were a t t r i b u t e d . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t A t h a n a s i u s a t t r i b u t e s C h r i s t ' s 
p a s s i o n s , b o t h p h y s i c a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l , t o a f u l l 
humanity, one might wonder why he does n o t r e f e r C h r i s t ' s 
p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s e x p l i c i t l y t o C h r i s t ' s s o u l . The 
reason t h a t A t h a n a s i u s i s c o n t e n t t o leave t he q u e s t i o n 
o f C h r i s t ' s humanity here seems t o be t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
was concerned o n l y t o sa f e g u a r d t he d i v i n i t y o f the Logos, 
as we have n o t e d , and n o t t o g i v e an e x h a u s t i v e a n a l y s i s 
o f t he p a s s i o n s , b o t h p h y s i c a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l , o f the 
C h r i s t . There a r e , however, two f u r t h e r reasons as t o 
why Atha n a s i u s p r o b a b l y l e f t t h e m a t t e r where i t s t o o d . 
The f i r s t i s t o do w i t h the Logos' "becoming" man. To 
have a t t r i b u t e d such t o C h r i s t ' s s o u l would have d e s t r o y e d , 
f o r A t h a n a s i u s , the "becoming" o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , t h r o u g h 
the i n t r o d u c t i o n o f two s u b j e c t s i n the one C h r i s t , t h e 
i m p a s s i b l e Logos and the p a s s i b l e , human s o u l . The second 
reason i s s o t e r i o l o g i c a l : i t was o n l y by the immutable and 
i m p a s s i b l e Logos' t r u l y s u f f e r i n g i n C h r i s t man's weaknesses 
t h a t the former secured t he l a t t e r ' s r edemption; o n l y by 
the Logos' i m p l a n t i n g h i s d i v i n e w i l l upon man's weakness, 
and t h e r e b y t r i u m p h i n g over i t was s a l v a t i o n t r u l y e f f e c t e d . 
Had t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l passions o f C h r i s t been a p p l i e d t o 
C h r i s t ' s human s o u l , t h i s s a l v i f i c c o m b i n a t i o n o f God and 
man would n o t have been made so c e r t a i n l y i n A t h a n a s i u s . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t i n A t h a n a s i u s ' t r e a t m e n t o f 
C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n s , A t h a n a s i u s does r e c o g n i s e "une v e r i t a b l e 
p s y c h o l o g i e humaine" ( 1 4 8 ) , d e s p i t e Richard's v i e w s . These 
p a s s i o n s , b o t h p h y s i c a l and p s y c h o l o g i c a l , A t h a n a s i u s 
a t t r i b u t e s t o t h e assumed humanity o f C h r i s t , o f which 
the c r e a t u r e l y body o r f l e s h i s t h e a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l h a l l -
mark; f o r they are n a t u r a l l y those o f C h r i s t ' s f u l l 
humanity, andnot o f h i s i m p a s s i b l e d i v i n i t y . 
A t h a n a s i u s a g a i n c a s t s a l i t t l e l i g h t upon the q u e s t i o n 
o f C h r i s t ' s human w i l l i n C.Ar.3. For, i n keeping w i t h 
ch.62 where i t i s n o t e d t h a t t h e d i v i n e Son was good by 
n a t u r e , and t h a t i t was o f r a t i o n a l n a t u r e , o r man, t o 
choose e i t h e r e v i l o r good, ch.57 w i t n e s s e s t h a t C h r i s t , 
as God, i s n a t u r a l l y f a i t h f u l t o t h e d i v i n e w i l l o f the 
Fat h e r , and y e t f e a r f u l , as man, o f c o m p l e t i n g t h a t d i v i n e 
w i l l . For w h i l e as man the Logos was p l e a d i n g f o r t h e 
removal from h i m s e l f o f the cup o f death , as God, t h e Logos 
was w i l l i n g God's w i l l . Thus, he w i l l e d t h a t which he 
deprecated. As i s common w i t h A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
t h o u g h t , the t h o u g h t here i s f u r t h e r e x p l a i n e d i n s o t e r i o -
l o g i c a l terms. For by the d i v i n e Logos, who was secure 
i n h i s courageous obedience t o the Fa t h e r ' s w i l l , becoming 
f e a r f u l man, the d i v i n e w i l l was combined t o the weak, 
human w i l l , t h a t the weak human w i l l might be d e s t r o y e d 
i n C h r i s t . By t h e d i v i n e Logos g i v i n g courage t o h i s assumed 
human w i l l , t h e Logos e f f e c t e d the s a l v a t i o n o f man's w i l l . 
A c o r o l l a r y t o t h i s i s t h a t had the assumed human w i l l o f 
C h r i s t p e r s i s t e d i n i t s f e a r , and t h e r e f o r e e x e r c i s e d i t s 
own independence, i t s s a l v a t i o n by i t s u n i o n t o the d i v i n e 
w i l l i n C h r i s t would n o t have been e f f e c t e d . I n o t h e r 
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words, t he s a l v a t i o n o f man's w i l l was dependent upon the 
Logos' human w i l l b e i n g o b e d i e n t u l t i m a t e l y t o the d i v i n e 
w i l l o r command. 
I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o note t h a t t h e c o n f l i c t o f w i l l s 
i n C h r i s t was n o t t h a t between the d i v i n e Logos and the 
assumed human s o u l o f C h r i s t . I t was t h a t between the 
Logos i n h i m s e l f and the Logos as man; i t was t h a t between 
the d i v i n e Logos and the Logos i n c a r n a t e , who i s p e r s o n a l 
as the c l a u s e " h a v i n g become man, he possessed a f e a r f u l f l e s h " , 
r e m i n i s c e n t o f the Nicene creed, shows. The s u b j e c t o f 
b o t h i s t h e r e f o r e t h e same ( 1 4 9 ) . For the d i s t i n c t i o n i n 
w i l l s l i e s i n the economies and n o t i n t h e person o f C h r i s t , 
t h e C h r i s t b e i n g one person i n two economies. 
Here indeed, i s a more r e a l i s t i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 
th e i n t e r n a l c o n f l i c t o f C h r i s t than t h a t sought by those 
who b e l i e v e t h a t t h e c o n f l i c t ought t o be seen i n terms 
o f t h a t between the d i v i n e Logos and a human s o u l , between 
a d i v i n e and a human p r i n c i p l e . For t h e l a t t e r b e l i e f , 
w h i c h i n c i d e n t a l l y r e q u i r e s o f At h a n a s i u s an Antiochene 
C h r i s t o l o g y i n which t h e becoming man o f the Logos i s 
no t t r u e , seeks f o r a c o n f l i c t which i s n o t a t r u l y 
i n t e r n a l c o n f l i c t , as man knows and understands an i n t e r n a l 
c o n f l i c t . For t h e c o n f l i c t o t h e r w i s e sought i s t h a t 
between two e s s e n t i a l l y d i s t i n c t e n t i t i e s . However, 
A t h a n a s i u s ' c o n c e p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s i n t e r n a l c o n f l i c t f i t s 
man's u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f i n t e r n a l c o n f l i c t because, f o r 
At h a n a s i u s , the same Logos i s b o t h a f r a i d and courageous. 
Meanwhile, f o r man the i n t e r n a l c o n f l i c t i s t h a t e x p e r i e n c e d 
by t he same one person: " I w i s h t o do something" b u t " I 
know t h a t i t i s wrong". I t i s t h e same ' I ' who wishes t o 
do i t , and y e t wishes n o t t o do so. There are n o t two 
p r i n c i p l e s b a t t l i n g a g a i n s t one an o t h e r . Rather, i n terms 
o f C h r i s t i a n t h e o l o g y , I as f l e s h , i n my c r e a t u r e l y weak-
ness, w i s h t o do something, b u t I as a new man i n God 
t h r o u g h C h r i s t do n o t wis h t o do i t ( 1 5 0 ) . A t h a n a s i u s ' 
p i c t u r e o f the one C h r i s t w i s h i n g one t h i n g i n the f l e s h , 
o r as man, b u t w i s h i n g a n o t h e r t h i n g as God, t a l l i e s much 
more c l o s e l y w i t h t h i s e x p e r i e n c e d i n t e r n a l c o n f l i c t than 
the more p h i l o s o p h i c a l Antiochene t h e o l o g y . 
C h r i s t ' s weak human w i l l , e x e m p l i f i e d i n h i s f e a r o f 
dea t h , i s r e a l , as 57.4,7,8-9,11 e t a l • suggest. Yet i t 
i s l o s t i n C h r i s t ' s c o n s t a n t and courageous d i v i n e w i l l . 
That t h e w i l l o f the Logos as man i s l o s t i n the w i l l o f 
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the same as God need n o t make one suppose, however, t h a t 
t h e r e i s not a s a t i s f a c t o r y human psychology here. For 
the p a s s i v e r o l e o f the human n a t u r e o f the Saviour i s 
not o n l y c l o s e t o t h e t r a d i t i o n a l a f f i r m a t i o n s about the 
s a l v i f i c obedience o f the i n c a r n a t e one, b u t i s a l s o 
c o n s i s t e n t w i t h t h e c l a i m t h a t man i s o n l y f r e e when he 
i s f r e e d from s l a v e r y t o s i n t o serve the l i v i n g God. 
For, f o r A t h a n a s i u s , the o b j e c t o f a s c e t i c i s m was t o 
subdue one's w i l l , a n d t o a l l o w the Logos t o take over t he 
s e l f ; t h i s was expressed p i c t o r i a l l y i n the b e l i e f t h a t 
the monk became the b a t t l e - g r o u n d f o u g h t over by the 
Logos and the d e v i l s . Indeed, i n t h e t r u e a s c e t i c , the 
human s u b j e c t i s submerged as the r e c e p t i v e i n s t r u m e n t 
o f t h e Logos: " t h i s was Antony's f i r s t t r i u m p h a g a i n s t 
th e D e v i l ; o r r a t h e r , i t was the f i r s t t r i u m p h o f the 
Savi o u r i n Antony. "(151) . I n terms t h e r e f o r e o f t h i s 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man, the A l e x a n d r i a n ' s C h r i s t o l o g y i s 
no t b a s i c a l l y d o c e t i c . Rather, i n C h r i s t ' s human w i l l 
b e i n g l o s t i n God's, C h r i s t was supremely human. 
We n e x t t u r n t o A t h a n a s i u s ' p o r t r a y a l o f C h r i s t ' s 
death i n C.Ar. 3.23. The b e l i e f t h a t the S a v i o u r s u f f e r e d 
death i n h i s descent t o Hades i s f u r t h e r t r e a t e d i n 5 7 . 3 2 f f . 
For h a v i n g quoted John 10.18, and h a v i n g s a i d t h a t t h i s was 
not spoken by the Logos humanly, A t h a n a s i u s s t a t e s t h a t 
"the Lord h i m s e l f b e i n g i m m o r t a l , b u t h a v i n g a m o r t a l f l e s h , 
had power, as God, t o be s e p a r a t e d from h i s body, and t o 
take i t a g a i n , when he would."( 152) . For t h i s R i c h a r d n o t e s 
f i r s t l y t h a t " t o u t l e monde concedera v o l o n t i e r s q u ' i c i 
l e mot 'corps' e s t employe au sens l e p l u s s t r i c t " ( 1 5 3 ) , 
and s e c o n d l y t h a t w h i l e " t o u t e s l e s p h i l o s o p h i e s 
s p i r i t u a l i s t e s " u n d e r s t a n d death as t h e s e p a r a t i o n o f t h e 
s o u l from the body, " i c i S.Athanase nous d e c r i t l a mort 
du C h r i s t comme l a s e p a r a t i o n du Verbe e t de son corps , 
autrement d i t i l a t t r i b u t e au Verbe l a f o n c t i o n d' ame du 
C h r i s t . C e l l e f o i s nous l e prenons pour a i n s i d i r e s u r 
l e f a i t . Le C h r i s t mourant q u ' i l nous p r e s e n t e e s t Verbe 
e t corps (au sens s t r i c t ) . I I n'y a pas p l a c e en l u i 
pour une ame humame" ( 1 5 4 ) . 
While we would n o t d i s a g r e e w i t h R i c h a r d ' s s t a t e m e n t 
t h a t death i s here u s u a l l y u n d e r s t o o d as the s e p a r a t i o n o f 
the s o u l from t h e body, we would d i s a g r e e w i t h him about 
h i s i m p l i e d u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h i s s e p a r a t i o n , w i t h h i s 
b e l i e f t h a t t h e 'body'of 57.39 i s used "au sens l e p l u s 
s t r i c t " , and w i t h t h e c o n c l u s i o n s t h a t he draws from t h i s 
f o r A t h a n a s i u s 1 C h r i s t o l o g y . 
Man's death i s seen i n Atha n a s i u s as t h e s e p a r a t i o n 
o f h i s s o u l from h i s body. Yet t h a t s o u l i s n o t conceived 
i n a P l a t o n i c sense. I t i s n o t a po s s e s s i o n o f man; 
i t i s n o t a s e l f - e x i s t e n t source o f l i f e i n a m o r t a l body. 
Rather i t i s a r e l a t i o n s h i p o f c r e a t u r e l y man i n the 
d i v i n e Logos t h r o u g h grace; i t i s man's s h a r i n g i n t h e Imag 
of God; i t i s h i s p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Son o f t h e Fa t h e r 
whereby t h r o u g h grace man's c o r r u p t i o n and m o r t a l i t y i s 
b l u n t e d . Hence d e a t h , t he s e p a r a t i o n o f s o u l from body, 
i s the c e a s i n g o f c r e a t u r e l y , c o r p o r e a l man from s h a r i n g 
i n the g r a c i o u s , e n l i v e n i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h God. I t i s 
the b r e a k i n g o f t h e g r a c i o u s r e l a t i o n s h i p i n which and 
t h r o u g h which man's c o r r u p t i b i l i t y and m o r t a l i t y i s b l u n t e d 
U l t i m a t e l y t h e r e f o r e d e a t h f o r man i s h i s removal from h i s 
r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h t h e d i v i n e Logos and h i s s u b j e c t i o n t o 
h i s n a t u r a l m o r t a l i t y . To say t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e d i v i n e 
Logos, L i f e , s e p a r a t e d h i m s e l f from h i s assumed humanity 
i s n o t n e c e s s a r i l y t o exclu d e a human s o u l f r o m C h r i s t . 
Rather, i t i s t o say t h a t u l t i m a t e l y C h r i s t ' s assumed 
body d i e d i n the same way, t h e o l o g i c a l l y s peaking, as does 
man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l y , b o d i l y e x i s t e n c e . Indeed, t o seek 
f o r an e x p l i c i t m ention o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l i n t h i s 
c o n t e x t would amount t o s e e k i n g f o r a second s u b j e c t i n 
the i n c a r n a t e Logos, t h e r e b y d e s t r o y i n g t he oneness o f 
the Logos become man, and to expect t h e A l e x a n d r i a n 
A t h a n a s i u s t o propound an Antiochene t h e o l o g y . C e r t a i n l y , 
t o expect t he A l e x a n d r i a n t o w r i t e " t h a t the Lord, h i m s e l f 
b e i n g i m m o r t a l , b u t h a v i n g a m o r t a l f l e s h , had power as 
God t o separate the s o u l from h i s own body" would be t o 
expect the imp r o b a b l e . 
That t he 'body' o f 57.39 ought t o be u n d e r s t o o d 
l i t e r a l l y we f i n d d i f f i c u l t . For we do n o t b e l i e v e t h a t 
5 7 . 3 2 f f . i s an e x p o s i t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i n an a n t h r o p o -
l o g i c a l f a s h i o n , and we are t h e r e f o r e wary o f l i f t i n g a 
major a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n from i t . Moreover, we 
b e l i e v e t h a t 'body' here i s used t o s i g n i f y n o t the body 
over a g a i n s t t he s o u l , b u t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s over a g a i n s t 
d i v i n i t y . 
That 5 7 . 3 2 f f . i s n o t an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l e x p o s i t i o n o f 
C h r i s t ' s death seems c l e a r . A t h a n a s i u s i s t r e a t i n g here 
the A r i a n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f John 12.27, "now i s my s o u l 
t r o u b l e d . . . " , from which i t was argued t h a t t he Logos was 
mutable, and so a c r e a t u r e . A g a i n s t t h i s A t h a n a s i u s n o t e d 
t h a t w h i l e the Logos v o i c e d such f e a r s , the same Logos 
a l s o had the power t o l a y down, and t o t a k e up h i s l i f e 
when he wished; i t was the same Logos who showed b o t h 
f e a r and power, f e a r i n h i s human economy and the power 
i n h i s d i v i n i t y . A t h a n a s i u s ' aim i n 5 7 . 3 2 f f . i s t h e r e f o r e 
t o s a f e g u a r d the oneness o f the person, and the f u l l n e s s 
and wholeness o f t h e two n a t u r e s , b o t h human and d i v i n e , 
i n t h e i n c a r n a t e Logos. I t i s t o t h i s end t h a t 5 7 . 3 2 f f . 
t h e r e f o r e appears, and n o t t o e s t a b l i s h an a n t h r o p o l o g y . 
I n o r d e r t o s a f e g u a r d the one C h r i s t i n two economies, 
Athanasius s t r e s s e s the one person and the two economies: 
t h e Logos a c t s humanly and y e t d i v i n e l y ; i t i s o f the 
f l e s h t o f e a r w h i l e i t i s o f the d i v i n e Logos t o have 
power; man does n o t have t h e power t o d i e when he wishes, 
d y i n g t h r o u g h the n e c e s s i t y o f h i s m o r t a l n a t u r e ; the 
d i v i n e Logos, on the o t h e r hand, d i e s when he wishes 
t h r o u g h h i s removal o f h i m s e l f from h i s assumed body. 
The emphasis here i s t h e o l o g i c a l , b e i n g upon the power o f 
t h e d i v i n e Logos, and the weakness o f man i n h i s f l e s h . 
For t h r o u g h t h i s emphasis, i t i s made c l e a r t h a t John 
12.27, w i t h i t s i m p l i c a t i o n o f weakness, cannot be a p p l i e d 
t o t h e d i v i n e Logos, i n h i s e n l i v e n i n g power, b u t must be 
a p p l i e d t o the weak humanity which he assumed. 5 7 . 3 2 f f . 
i s n o t t h e r e f o r e s e t t i n g out t o e s t a b l i s h a p a r t i c u l a r 
a n t h r o p o l o g y . 
A t h a n a s i u s 1 use o f Ps.15.10 seems t o c o n f i r m t h i s 
c o n c l u s i o n . For t h i s v e r s e , under the i n f l u e n c e o f 
A c t s 2.31, was o f t e n a p p l i e d t o C h r i s t by C h r i s t i a n 
a n t i q u i t y . For those who a s s e r t e d t h e assumption o f a 
f u l l humanity by the d i v i n e Logos used i t n o t o n l y t o 
prove t h a t d u r i n g h i s time i n the tomb t h e C h r i s t d i d 
no t undergo c o r r u p t i o n , b u t a l s o t o prove a g a i n s t the 
A r i a n s , and l a t e r a g a i n s t the A p o l l i n a r i a n s , t h a t the 
Logos had t r u l y assumed a human s o u l . T h i s Didymus the 
B l i n d (155) and Theodoret (156) d i d . A t h a n a s i u s , however, 
was i n t e r e s t e d o n l y i n the verse's p o i n t r e g a r d i n g non-
c o r r u p t i o n , seemingly u n d e r s t a n d i n g the "you s h a l l n o t 
leave my s o u l i n Hades" not i n an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l sense, 
b u t as meaning t h a t C h r i s t was n o t l e f t i n Hades t o 
s u f f e r c o r r u p t i o n . I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t w h i l e 
A t h a n a s i u s c o u l d have used Ps.15.10 i n an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
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sense, he d i d n o t , as i t was n o t t o h i s mind r e q u i r e d by 
the c o n t e x t . 
That 'body' ought t o be u n d e r s t o o d as the assumed 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s o f t h e Logos, over a g a i n s t the d i v i n e 
Logos, f i t s the t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t e x t , which we have o u t -
l i n e d above. For i t f i t s the t h e o l o g i c a l c o n t r a s t o f 
' f l e s h ' and 'man' w i t h 'the Lord' much b e t t e r t h a n would 
th e a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 'body' as t h a t over 
a g a i n s t ' s o u l . Moreover, t h a t 'body' ought t o be under-
s t o o d as " c r e a t u r e l i n e s s " f i t s the t h o u g h t o f 5 7 . 3 7 f f . 
For A t h a n a s i u s b e g i n s by s a y i n g 'the Lord h i m s e l f b e i n g 
i m m o r t a l , y e t had m o r t a l f l e s h ' . T h i s ' f l e s h ' which the 
Logos has seems t o be man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . For 
f i r s t l y , t h e ' f l e s h ' o f 57.38 seems t o r e c a l l the ' f l e s h ' 
o f 57.34, whic h i s un d e r s t o o d as mutable, weak and p a s s i b l e 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s ; s e c o n d l y , i t i s t h a t o ver a g a i n s t t h e 
i m m o r t a l C r e a t o r Logos, and t h e r e f o r e presumably c r e a t i o n ; 
a g a i n , i t i s m o r t a l f l e s h , ' f l e s h ' b e i n g , w i t h 'body', 
one o f A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g i c a l e p i t h e t s f o r man i n h i s 
weakness and m o r t a l i t y ; a g a i n , g i v e n t h a t t he c o n t e x t i s 
t h a t o f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h , and g i v e n t h a t t he i m m o r t a l Lord 
had t h i s m o r t a l f l e s h i n o r d e r t h a t he might d i e t h r o u g h 
i t , 57.38 r e c a l l s DI_.9:'being i m m o r t a l and the Son o f t h e 
Fat h e r the Logos was n o t a b l e t o d i e ; t h e r e f o r e he took 
t o h i m s e l f a body which c o u l d d i e . . . ' , i n which the assumed 
body i s t h a t m o r t a l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n and t h r o u g h which 
the i n c o r p o r e a l Logos might d i e f o r a l l . I t i s from t h i s 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s w h i c h t h e d i v i n e Logos assumed t h a t t he Logos 
had power t o s e p a r a t e h i m s e l f , and which he c o u l d take up 
a g a i n . The cla u s e ' t o be s e p a r a t e d from the body, and t o 
t a k e i t a g a i n ' echoes ' t o l a y down my l i f e . . . . a n d t o 
take i t ag a i n ' ( 1 5 7 ) . From t h i s p a r a l l e l i s m i t i s c l e a r 
t h a t the emphasis here i s upon l i f e and deat h , and upon 
t h e i r c e n t r e s , t h e d i v i n e Logos and m o r t a l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s 
r e s p e c t i v e l y . For the humanity o f C h r i s t t o l i v e r e q u i r e d 
i t t o be assumed, o r reassumed by the d i v i n e Logos. For 
th e body o f C h r i s t e x i s t e d o n l y i n and f o r the Logos; i t 
came i n t o e x i s t e n c e t h r o u g h the Logos' r e q u i r i n g i t ; he 
made and moulded i t f o r h i m s e l f a l o n e . F u r t h e r , i t o n l y 
c o n t i n u e d t o e x i s t i n so f a r as i t was i n the Logos, i t s 
L i f e , as indeed any c r e a t u r e c o n t i n u e d t o e x i s t o n l y i n so 
f a r as i t l i v e d and moved and had i t s b e i n g i n God, the 
p r o v i d e n t i a l C r e a t o r . On t h e o t h e r hand, however, f o r the 
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body o f C h r i s t t o d i e meant the s e p a r a t i o n o f t h e body 
from the l i f e g i v i n g grace o f the Logos o f the Fat h e r . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t 'body' o f 57.39 p i c k s up ' f l e s h ' 
o f 57.38, and t h a t t he sense o f " m o r t a l and weak 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s " f o r 'body' f i t s the t h e o l o g i c a l 
c o n t e x t o f the l i f e - d e a t h c o n t r a s t o f 57.39, i t seems 
l i k e l y t h a t 'body' ought n o t t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a 
s t r i c t l y a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l sense. F u r t h e r , t h e phrase 
'and t o take i t a g a i n ' p o i n t s t o the r e s u r r e c t i o n o f man's 
c o r r u p t i b l e m o r t a l i t y i n the C h r i s t , r a t h e r than t o the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n o f man's body over a g a i n s t h i s s o u l . This 
a g a i n suggests t h a t 'body' o f 57.39 ought n o t t o be i n t e r -
p r e t e d i n a s t r i c t l y a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l sense. 
57.40 c o n t i n u e s the e x p l a n a t i o n o f 'and t o take i t 
a g a i n ' . T h i s i t does by q u o t i n g Ps. 15.10, w i t h i t s 
s t a t e m e n t t h a t the C h r i s t d i d n o t e x p e r i e n c e c o r r u p t i o n 
i n death. T h i s he d i d n o t e x p e r i e n c e because w h i l e h i s 
assumed humanity was c o r r u p t i b l e , i t d i d n o t remain m o r t a l 
i n accordance w i t h i t s own n a t u r e , b u t on account o f the 
Logos who p u t i t on, rose i n c o r r u p t i b l e . Here the f l e s h 
spoken o f i s a g a i n man i n h i s c o r r u p t i o n and m o r t a l i t y 
w hich i s n a t u r a l t o h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . Given t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t 57.40-44 i s a s o t e r i o l o g i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n o f 'and t o 
take i t a g a i n ' , and t h a t the f l e s h which t he Logos r a i s e d 
i s man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , the 'body' o f 57.39 seems 
t o be the same. 
One f u r t h e r p o i n t seems t o suggest t h a t 'body' o f 57.39 
i s n o t t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a s t r i c t l y a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
sense. The f l e s h w h i c h t he i m m o r t a l Lord assumed, the 
body which he assumed a g a i n i n r e s u r r e c t i o n i s t h a t 
f l e s h which remains i n c o r r u p t i b l e as a consequence o f i t s 
b e i n g c l o t h e d w i t h t h e Logos. Yet i t i s a l s o because the 
same Logos i s i n t h e same body t h a t men, r e c e i v i n g him, 
share i n h i s i m m o r t a l i t y . There seems t h e r e f o r e t o be 
a d i s t i n c t c o r r e l a t i o n between the n a t u r a l l y m o r t a l body 
whic h i n i t s assumption by the Logos i s g r a c i o u s l y c l o t h e d 
i n i m m o r t a l i t y , and m o r t a l men who t h r o u g h t h e i r receipt o f 
the Logos share i n h i s i m m o r t a l i t y . That c o r r e l a t i o n seems 
t o l i e i n t h e i r common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s w h i c h i s n a t u r a l l y 
m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e . 
From the p o i n t o f view o f b o t h c o n t e x t and c o n t e n t 
t h e r e f o r e 'body' o f 57.39 seems n o t t o be a p h y s i o l o g i c a l 
term. Rather, i t seems t o be t h a t t h e o l o g i c a l e p i t h e t 
which A t h a n a s i u s uses t o suggest man i n h i s f r a i l 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , t h a t e x i s t s o n l y i n and t h r o u g h t he 
l i f e - g i v i n g , p r o v i d e n t i a l Logos. 
The aim o f 5 7 . 3 2 f f . i s t h e r e f o r e n o t t o p r o v i d e a 
d e t a i l e d e x p o s i t i o n o f A t h a n a s i u s ' a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
c o n c e p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s death. I t merely s e t s out t o 
e x p l a i n t h a t the d i v i n e Logos, u n l i k e man, has the power 
to l a y down h i s own l i f e . Through thus showing the power 
o f the Logos as God, At h a n a s i u s r e v e a l s t h a t John 12.27 
cannot be r e f e r r e d t o him i n t h a t economy. I t r e f e r s 
r a t h e r t o the Logos i n h i s human economy. T h i s t h e o l o g i c a l 
e x p l a n a t i o n i s the aim o f 5 7 . 3 2 f f ; c e r t a i n l y an a n t h r o p o -
l o g i c a l e x p o s i t i o n i s n o t i t s purpose. 
We t u r n now t o C h r i s t ' s c r y o f d e r e l i c t i o n . R e f e r r e d 
t o i n 54.37-38, 56.23-24 and 57.29, A t h a n a s i u s o n l y 
e x p l a i n s t h a t i t i s s a i d by t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e , and n o t 
by the d i v i n e Logos as the A r i a n s supposed. He does n o t 
a c t u a l l y e x p l a i n how C h r i s t ' s humanity was abandoned 
by the Fat h e r , For such does n o t r e q u i r e t r e a t m e n t i n 
t h i s a n t i - A r i a n c o n t e x t . 
M. R i c h a r d , however, denies t h a t A t h a n a s i u s conceded 
"que l e Verbe i n c a r n e a i t pu, meme en t a n t qu1homme, e t r e 
abandonne du Pere" ( 1 5 8 ) . F i r s t l y , R i c h a r d notes t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s admits o n l y t h a t t h e C h r i s t s a i d t h a t he was 
abandoned; secondly, t h i s s a y i n g t h a t he had been abandoned 
was e x p l a i n e d " e x t r i n s e q u e m e n t " o n l y ; t h i r d l y , R i c h a r d 
b e l i e v e s t h a t t h e A t h a n a s i a n t e x t o n l y r e q u i r e s C h r i s t t o 
express the c r y o f d e r e l i c t i o n t o e f f e c t man's s a l v a t i o n 
f o r God. "Rien ne nous permet d ' a j o u t e r que, s e l o n n o t r e 
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Docteur, pour e t r e e f f i c a c e , c e t t e p a r o l e a i t du t r a d u i r e 
un s e n t i m e n t p e r s o n n e l du C h r i s t mourant" ( 1 5 9 ) . F i n a l l y , 
t h e manner i n which A t h a n a s i u s p r e s e n t e d the m i r a c l e s 
w h i c h happened a t C h r i s t ' s death appears t o R i c h a r d t o 
exclude t he r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s d e r e l i c t i o n by the Father. 
W i t h Richard's p o s i t i o n we must take i s s u e a g a i n . For, 
w h i l e a d m i t t i n g t h a t A t h a n a s i u s o n l y notes t h a t C h r i s t s a i d 
"My God, my God, why have you f o r s a k e n me ?", we do not 
b e l i e v e t h a t t h i s meant t h a t C h r i s t was n o t t h o u g h t t o have 
been f o r s a k e n . For t h e p o i n t o f d i s p u t e w i t h t h e A r i a n s 
was n o t as t o whether or n o t the s a y i n g p o i n t e d t o a t r u e 
e vent, b u t as t o whether o r n o t t h e d i v i n e Logos was i t s 
s u b j e c t . Indeed, t h a t t h e A l e x a n d r i a n b i s h o p was so eager 
t o r e l a t e t h i s s a y i n g t o t h e assumed f l e s h , and n o t t o 
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the d i v i n e Logos, seems t o suggest t h a t b e h i n d the words 
l a y a t r u e d e r e l i c t i o n . A gain, R i c h a r d , q u o t i n g 56.26-29, 
m a i n t a i n s t h a t C h r i s t ' s c r y o f d e r e l i c t i o n i s e x p l a i n e d 
e x t r i n s i c a l l y , the i m p l i c a t i o n b e i n g t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e 
C h r i s t d i d n o t e x p e r i e n c e the d e r e l i c t i o n i n t r i n s i c a l l y , 
o r p e r s o n a l l y . C e r t a i n l y A t h a n a s i u s e x p l a i n s the c r y 
i n a s o t e r i o l o g i c a l f a s h i o n . Yet, t h a t e x p l a n a t i o n , 
" t h a t he might h i m s e l f l i g h t e n those v e r y p a s s i o n s o f t h e 
f l e s h , and f r e e i t from them" ( 1 6 0 ) , r e s t s upon t h e main 
c l a u s e " s i n c e t h e Lord became man and these t h i n g s are 
s a i d and done as.from a man...." ( 1 6 1 ) . From t h i s main 
clau s e i t seems t h a t C h r i s t ' s d e r e l i c t i o n was n o t merely 
t h a t spoken o f ( c f . l e g e t a i t a u t a ) b u t was a l s o t h a t which 
took p l a c e ( c f . g i n e t a i t a u t a ) i n C h r i s t ' s humanity. I t 
t h e r e f o r e t o o k p l a c e i n t r i n s i c a l l y ; and i t was upon t h i s 
i n t r i n s i c e x p e r i e n c e t h a t t h e e x t r i n s i c , o r s o t e r i o l o g i c a l , 
e x p l a n a t i o n depended. The redemption o f t h e f l e s h from 
t h i s d e r e l i c t i o n t h e r e f o r e depended upon more than the 
mere pronouncement o f the c r y o f d e r e l i c t i o n , as R i c h a r d 
suggests. I t depended upon the C h r i s t ' s overcoming t h a t 
d e r e l i c t i o n i n h i s own f l e s h f o r a l l men. Indeed, t h a t 
man's s a l v a t i o n from t h i s d e r e l i c t i o n depends upon C h r i s t ' s 
s u f f e r i n g t he same as man seems t o be c o n f i r m e d by the 
statement 'by human means he d e s t r o y e d a l l human weak-
nesses' ( 1 6 2 ) . F i n a l l y , A t h a n a s i u s notes t h a t "behold, 
when he says, why have you f o r s a k e n me?, the F a t h e r 
showed t h a t he was ever, and even th e n i n him. For then 
the e a r t h , knowing i t s Lord who spoke, s t r a i g h t w a y t r e m b l e d , 
and the v e i l was r e n t , t he sun was hi d d e n and t h e r o c k s 
were t o r n a s u n d e r . . . " ( 1 6 3 ) . The p o i n t o f t h i s passage 
i s n o t t o c a s t doubt upon t h e r e a l i t y o f the d e r e l i c t i o n 
e x p e r i e n c e d by the Logos i n c a r n a t e . I t s p o i n t i s r a t h e r 
t o show t h a t w h i l e t h e Logos as man was abandoned by the 
F a t h e r , the same Logos, b u t as God, was n o t . Thus, i n 
t h i s passage, A t h a n a s i u s notes t h a t t he Logos as man 
a d m i t t e d h i s d e r e l i c t i o n , and y e t t h a t the Father was ever 
w i t h t he same Logos i n h i s d i v i n e economy, as Master. 
T h i s f o r A t h a n a s i u s i s the m i r a c l e o f the i n c a r n a t i o n : 
t h a t the same person, the one Logos, can be b o t h f o r s a k e n 
by the F a t h e r , and y e t e t e r n a l l y one w i t h him, the fo r m e r 
i n h i s human economy, and the l a t t e r i n h i s d i v i n e . 
C e r t a i n l y A t h a n a s i u s does n o t e x p l a i n C h r i s t ' s abandon-
ment by the F a t h e r , as Jouassard r i g h t l y n otes ( 1 6 4 ) . For 
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such an e x p l a n a t i o n i s n ot necessary t o h i s a n t i - A r i a n 
t h e s i s . Yet i t i s t e m p t i n g t o suppose t h a t the abandoning 
by the F a t h e r which t h e man Jesus e x p e r i e n c e d i s t h a t 
w hich C h r i s t ' s f u l l humanity e x p e r i e n c e d i n t h e d i v i n e 
Logos' r e l i n q u i s h i n g i t t o death. 
As i s c l e a r from A t h a n a s i u s ' t r e a t m e n t o f the l i f e o f 
Jesus, s o t e r i o l o g y pervades h i s C h r i s t o l o g y ; the s a l v i f i c 
m i s s i o n d i c t a t e s h i s i n c a r n a t i o n a l t h o u g h t . For him, the 
Logos d i d n o t become man on h i s own account, b u t t h a t o f 
f l e s h ' s , o r man's, such b e i n g t h e p h i l a n t h r o p i c good w i l l 
o f the Fat h e r . 
T h i s g e n e r a l p e r v a s i v e n e s s o f s o t e r i o l o g i c a l t h o u g h t 
w i t h i n A t h a n a s i u s ' C h r i s t o l o g y we have a l r e a d y seen. I t 
does, however, remain f o r us t o emphasise c e r t a i n p o i n t s 
o f A t h a n a s i u s ' s o t e r i o l o g y w h i c h have n o t y e t been made 
v e r y p l a i n . 
C h r i s t ' s s a v i n g i n c a r n a t i o n stands i n marked c o n t r a s t 
w i t h God's presence t o man i n p r e v i o u s t i m e s . For w h i l e 
f o r m e r l y t h e d i v i n e Logos came upon i n d i v i d u a l p r o p h e t s , 
more r e c e n t l y , he became one w i t h a l l men t h r o u g h t r u l y 
becoming man; f o r m e r l y t h e Logos merely appeared t o men 
t h r o u g h t h e o p h a n i e s , w h i l e r e c e n t l y he has become i n c a r n a t e . 
The r e s u l t s o f these two d i f f e r e n t types o f presence o f 
the d i v i n e Logos t o men i s e q u a l l y c o n t r a s t e d . For w h i l e 
i n Adam a l l d i e , i n t h e d i v i n e Logos who has assumed 
man's c r e a t u r e l y weakness, men r i s e from t h e i r weakness, 
are r e l e a s e d from t h e curse o f s i n , t h e mark o f t h e 
fo r m e r d i s p e n s a t i o n o f Law, and are made a l i v e ; w h i l e i n 
Adam a l l d i e , i n C h r i s t , t h e second Adam, a l l are made a l i v e . 
C e n t r a l t o t h i s s u c c e s s f u l s a l v a t i o n i n C h r i s t i s b o t h 
the t r u e d i v i n i t y and the t r u e humanity o f C h r i s t . 
Man's s a l v a t i o n was dependent upon t h e t r u l y d i v i n e 
Logos becoming man: ' f o r whence i s t h i s t h e i r p e r f e c t i n g , 
b u t t h a t I , y o u r Logos, h a v i n g borne t h e i r body, became 
man...."-.(165) . For i t was t h r o u g h men's pa s s i o n s s h a r i n g 
i n t h e I m p a s s i b l e one t h a t men became i m p a s s i b l e and f r e e 
from those p a s s i o n s ( 1 6 6 ) ; t h r o u g h man's c o r r u p t i b l e 
m o r t a l i t y p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the d i v i n e Logos, men ro s e , 
t o abide ever i m m o r t a l and i n c o r r u p t i b l e i n t h e presence 
o f God ( 1 6 7 ) ; i t i s from t h e Logos t h a t men are d i v i n i s e d . 
Indeed, t h a t t h i s grace t o man depended upon the d i v i n i t y 
o f the Logos was because t h i s same grace o r i g i n a t e d i n 
the F a t h e r , and was g i v e n t h r o u g h t h e Son, because o f t h e i r 
oneness, and t h e oneness o f t h e i r g i v i n g ( 1 6 8 ) . 
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S a l v a t i o n was a l s o dependent, however, upon t he 
humanity o f C h r i s t . "For u n l e s s I had come and borne t h i s 
t h e i r body, n o t one o f them would have been p e r f e c t e d , 
b u t a l l would have remained c o r r u p t i b l e . " (169) . 
Indeed, i t was i n the Logos' b e i n g b o r n o f Mary t h a t 
he t r a n s f e r r e d man's o r i g i n t o h i m s e l f , t h a t man, no 
l o n g e r r e m a i n i n g as mere e a r t h , and r e t u r n i n g t o the 
e a r t h from which he had been c r e a t e d , m i g h t , b e i n g k n i t 
t o t h e d i v i n e Logos, be c a r r i e d t o heaven by him. I t 
was i n the Logos' assuming man's pa s s i o n s t h a t man, no 
l o n g e r as b e i n g man, b u t as p r o p e r t o the Logos, might 
share i n l i f e e t e r n a l . I t was t h r o u g h the Logos as man 
r e c e i v i n g grace, advancing i n knowledge and t r i u m p h i n g 
over f e a r t h a t men were t r u l y saved, b e i n g the r e c i p i e n t s 
o f grace and d i v i n i s a t i o n " a c c o r d i n g t o t h e i r l i k e n e s s 
and k i n s h i p t o the f l e s h o f the Logos"( 170) . 
As we have a l r e a d y n o t e d , t he humanity i n which t he 
Logos s u f f e r e d f o r a l l was whole. The i m p l i c a t i o n o f t h i s 
i s t h e r e f o r e t h a t a f u l l humanity i n C h r i s t was necessary 
to man's s a l v a t i o n . T h i s i s c o n f i r m e d i n the more e x p l i c i t 
s t a t e m e n t s o f 23.3-5:"when i s t h i s t h e i r p e r f e c t i n g , b u t 
t h a t I , your Logos, h a v i n g t a k e n t h e i r body, became man..." 
and 34.18-20:"as t h e Lord, h a v i n g p u t on the body, became 
man, so we men a r e d e i f i e d by the Logos...." 
For here man's p e r f e c t i o n and d e i f i c a t i o n are s a i d 
t o be dependent upon t he d i v i n e Logos' assuming humanity, 
which i s d e s c r i b e d i n terms s i m i l a r t o t h e Nicene f o r m u l a 
whereby the A r i a n d e n i a l o f t h e human s o u l o f C h r i s t was 
excluded. C h r i s t ' s f u l l humanity was r e c o g n i s e d as necessary 
f o r man's f u l l s a l v a t i o n . 
A t h a n a s i u s ' t r e a t m e n t o f the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l consequences 
o f C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n s has a l r e a d y r e v e a l e d t h a t i t was n o t 
o n l y necessary f o r C h r i s t ' s humanity t o be a f u l l humanity, 
b u t a l s o t h a t i t was necessary f o r i t t o be the Logos' 
v e r y own humanity f o r the s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d i n and 
th r o u g h i t t o be guaranteed. For the Logos r e c e i v e d grace 
t h a t , " t h e f l e s h r e c e i v i n g i n him, h e n c e f o r t h from i t the 
g i f t might abide s u r e l y f o r u s " ( l 7 l ) . T h i s p o i n t i s 
f u r t h e r s t r e s s e d as a p o i n t i n i t s own r i g h t i n ch.31-33. 
F o r " b e i n g e x t e r n a l t o the body,and o n l y h e a l i n g i t , as he 
had always done, he sho u l d leave men s u b j e c t s t i l l t o 
d e a t h " ( 1 7 2 ) . Had God b u t t h o u g h t t o redeem men by the 
d i v i n e f i a t whereby he had o r i g i n a l l y c a l l e d them i n t o 
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e x i s t e n c e , men would have been l e f t s t i l l s u b j e c t t o s i n , 
and i t s consequences o f c o r r u p t i o n and m o r t a l i t y , and 
s t i l l l i a b l e t o those a f f e c t i o n s p r o p e r t o t h e i r 
c r e a t u r e l y n a t u r e . 
C h r i s t ' s humanity has importance n o t o n l y i n i t s 
i n t e n s i v e , o r p e r s o n a l , b u t a l s o i n i t s e x t e n s i v e , o r 
redeeming aspect. For i t i s c l e a r t h a t the Logos, as 
an i n d i v i d u a l man, r e c e i v e d t h a t which he always had as 
God; i n so r e c e i v i n g , however, he a l s o safeguarded t h a t 
r e c e i v e d as i r r e v o c a b l e , and secure f o r men. I t seems 
t h e r e f o r e t h a t men share somehow i n C h r i s t ' s humanity 
which r e c e i v e s . S i m i l a r l y , C h r i s t ' s i n d i v i d u a l advance-
ment ensured t h a t men's advancement might abi d e , and f a i l 
n o t , because o f the Logos which i s i n v o l v e d . C h r i s t ' s 
advance t h e r e f o r e has become man's. For as the Logos 
r e v e a l s h i m s e l f t o h i s humanity, and t h e r e b y advances i t 
i n knowledge, so as he r e v e a l s h i m s e l f t h r o u g h h i s humanity 
t o a l l men, he advances them i n knowledge. F u r t h e r , by 
overcoming h i s f e a r o f death, C h r i s t rendered men brave 
and f e a r l e s s . By d e s t r o y i n g man's cowardice t h r o u g h 
c o n q u e r i n g h i s own f e a r t h r o u g h h i s w i l l , C h r i s t has 
rendered a l l men f e a r l e s s o f death. To e x p l a i n t h i s 
m y s t e r i o u s s h a r i n g i n C h r i s t by a l l men, i t i s n o t 
s u f f i c i e n t merely t o see C h r i s t as an example. For 
t h a t would n o t e x p l a i n men b e i n g i n C h r i s t ; moreover, 
to make C h r i s t b u t an example would be t o put the Logos 
o u t s i d e t h a t i n need o f s a l v a t i o n , and thus t o ren d e r 
t h a t s a l v a t i o n i n s e c u r e . Rather, i t must be e x p l a i n e d 
i n terms o f the Logos' assumption o f man's f l e s h , t h a t 
common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n which a l l men share e s s e n t i a l l y . 
For, i n the Logos' assuming and i n b e a r i n g man's f l e s h , 
"men were assumed by the Logos t h r o u g h h i s f l e s h , and a l l 
were b o r n e " ( 1 7 3 ) . I t was o n l y by the d i v i n e Logos, t he 
L i f e , becoming i n v o l v e d w i t h t h a t w h i c h was s u b j e c t t o 
c o r r u p t i o n t h r o u g h h i s assuming a m o r t a l body t h a t 
c o r r u p t i o n was b l u n t e d . I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t w h i l e 
the humanity o f C h r i s t i s i n t e n s i v e , b e i n g p e c u l i a r t o 
C h r i s t , i t i s a l s o e x t e n s i v e , b e i n g t h a t i n which a l l 
men a r e . 
S a l v a t i o n i s made secure i n C h r i s t f o r men, as we 
have seen. T h i s i s because t he Logos i n c a r n a t e i s i n 
microcosm what mankind i n h i s c r e a t u r e l y r e l a t i o n t o h i s 
d i v i n e C r e a t o r i s i n macrocosm. For i n h i s d i v i n i t y the 
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Logos g i v e s what he always has from t h e Father t o h i s 
humanity which, b e i n g needy, r e c e i v e s , even as i n h i s 
d i v i n i t y the Logos has always g i v e n what he has had 
e t e r n a l l y t o a l l mankind i n t h e i r need. I n C h r i s t 
t h e r e f o r e i s focussed most p e r f e c t l y the g r a c i o u s a c t i o n 
o f God t o a l l men. Yet, whereas i n o t h e r cases t h e r e i s 
a r a d i c a l d i s t i n c t i o n between the G i v e r and the r e c e i v e r , 
God and a l l mankind, here t h e r e i s a p e r f e c t atonement 
o f the G i v e r and the Recei v e r . For the G i v e r and t h e 
Receiver are the one person, t he Logos, b u t i n h i s two 
economies, as God and as man r e s p e c t i v e l y . Given t h e r e -
f o r e t h a t the G i v e r and t h e Rec e i v e r are the one person, 
the g i v i n g and r e c e i v i n g , o r God's s a l v a t i o n o f man i n 
C h r i s t , i s guaranteed. 
Man's s a l v a t i o n was t h e r e f o r e e f f e c t e d by the d i v i n e 
Logos i n man's humanity. Of t h i s s a l v a t i o n from t h e curse 
which the p e r f e c t Logos became i n man and f o r man and from 
t h e s i n whic h he bore i n h i s s i n l e s s n e s s , two p o i n t s r e q u i r e 
comment. F i r s t l y , the i n c a r n a t i o n e f f e c t e d the p e r f e c t 
u n i t y o f God and man. I t was p e r f e c t i n t h a t i t was a 
u n i o n i n which mankind was f r e e d from c o r r u p t i o n and 
m o r t a l i t y and was f u l l o f God. I t was a u n i o n i n which 
a l l mankind was borne i n C h r i s t , a l l t h e r e f o r e b e i n g one 
body and one s p i r i t , and thus growing i n t o a complete man; 
a l l had oneness w i t h the Logos' body, and had become one 
i n i t . For the d i v i n e Logos was i n man on account o f h i s 
body, men t h e r e f o r e becoming one a c c o r d i n g t o the body i n 
th e Logos, and a l l men becoming one body as t h e y shared 
i n the one C h r i s t , h a v i n g t he one Lord. T h i s p e r f e c t 
u n i o n o f God and man was n o t , however, one o f n a t u r e , b u t 
o f grace and o f l o v e . Man's p e r f e c t u n i o n i n God was 
dependent t h e r e f o r e upon the t r u e Logos assuming t r u e 
humanity, i n and t h r o u g h which men were bound e s s e n t i a l l y 
w i t h C h r i s t ' s body, and t h r o u g h i t , i n grace, w i t h the 
d i v i n e Logos. For as the assumed body o f C h r i s t p a r t o o k 
o f the d i v i n e Logos by grace, so men i n C h r i s t p a r t o o k o f 
the d i v i n e Logos. Secondly, t he c o n f i r m a t i o n , o r f i r s t - f r u i t , 
o f man's s a l v a t i o n was the r e s u r r e c t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s body, 
a concept c o m p l e t e l y a l i e n t o the P l a t o n i c t h o u g h t o f the 
p u r i f i c a t i o n and r e l e a s e o f the s o u l from i t s b o d i l y 
imprisonment. For i n t h e r e s u r r e c t i o n was the f u l f i l m e n t 
o f t h a t movement whereby C h r i s t e n t e r e d upon h i s a c t i v e 
m i n i s t r y as t r u e God and t r u e man i n one person, i n a union 
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w h i c h p e n e t r a t e d i n t o man's s i n f u l humanity, and c r e a t e d 
room f o r i t s e l f i n t h e m i d s t o f man's estrangement, a t 
once g a t h e r i n g s i n f u l man i n t o one body w i t h the Sa v i o u r , 
and opening up a new and l i v i n g way i n t o the H o l i e s t . 
H e r e i n was w i t n e s s e d the complete atonement o f t h e covenant 
f a i t h f u l l n e s s o f God and t h e u n f a i t h f u l l n e s s o f man. 
Li k e i t s predecessors, C.Ar.3 c o n c e n t r a t e s upon the 
t r u e d i v i n i t y o f the Logos, the v e r y Son of the ve r y F a t h e r , 
r e j e c t i n g the A r i a n d e n i a l o f such. A g a i n s t t h i s d i v i n i t y , 
the t r e a t i s e p o s i t s C h r i s t ' s humanity, g e n e r a l l y d e s c r i b e d 
as f l e s h o r body, these b e i n g the t h e o l o g i c a l e p i t h e t s o f 
Athan a s i u s f o r humanity, the common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n 
which a l l men share i n t h e i r e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n f rom 
the i n c o r p o r e a l and i m m a t e r i a l Logos o f God. T h i s 
humanity i s however t o t a l , d e s p i t e any i m p l i c a t i o n t h a t 
t h e above e p i t h e t may g i v e . For i t i s d e s c r i b e d even i n 
those passages where A t h a n a s i u s i s t r e a t i n g C h r i s t ' s 
passions i n terms o f the Nicene i n c a r n a t i o n a l statement 
whereby the A r i a n d e n i a l o f the human s o u l o f C h r i s t i s 
excluded. This humanity was n o t , however, assumed by the 
d i v i n e Logos f o r h i s own sake, b u t f o r a l l men's, 
s o t e r i o l o g y p e r v a d i n g the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l thought o f 
At h a n a s i u s . 
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CHAPTER 5 
TOMUS AD ANTIOCHENOS 
Lik e many o f the p r e v i o u s works s t u d i e d , the s t a r t i n g 
p o i n t o f A t h a n a s i u s ' i n c a r n a t i o n a l t h e o l o g y i n t h e "Tomus 
ad A n t i o c h e n o s " i s the e s s e n t i a l d i v i n i t y o f the Logos o f 
the F a t h e r ; i t was the Logos who was v e r y God, who 
became man. I t was the Logos h i m s e l f , the Lord, the Only-
b e g o t t e n Son o f God, the Sav i o u r who became i n c a r n a t e . 
As the d i v i n e s u b j e c t o f t h e i n c a r n a t i o n , the Logos was 
n a t u r a l l y i n t h e form o f God, and was the Son, "who i s o f 
the F a t h e r ' s essence, b e i n g c o n s u b s t a n t i a l w i t h the F a t h e r " ( l ) . 
He i t was who became man. G e n e r a l l y d e s c r i b e d as 
the economy a c c o r d i n g t o the f l e s h ( 2 ) and as the Logos' 
i n c a r n a t i o n , and becoming man ( 3 ) , the i n c a r n a t i o n was 
t h a t becoming man by the Logos o f the Father a t the con-
summation o f t h e ages ( 4 ) , a phrase drawn from Hebrews 
9.26 which d e s i g n a t e s the consummation o f the ages o f 
p r e p a r a t i o n t h r o u g h God's law and prop h e t s f o r C h r i s t ' s 
coming. More p a r t i c u l a r l y , the i n c a r n a t i o n i s d e s c r i b e d 
as t h a t which the d i v i n e Logos b o t h becomes i n h i m s e l f , 
and assumes t o h i m s e l f from w i t h o u t . For f i r s t l y , t h e 
d i v i n e Logos became man or the son o f man ( 5 ) ; he became 
f l e s h ( 6 ) , a clause drawn from t h e Johannine C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
f o r m u l a ; he became the f i r s t - b o r n o f many b r e t h r e n ( 7 ) , a 
clause which, w i t h the "became the son o f man" o f 7.25-26, 
seems t o emphasise the e s s e n t i a l f i l i a l u nion o f the man 
Jesus and a l l men. Secondly, t he d i v i n e Logos had a body 
( 8 ) , h a v i n g assumed the f o r m o f a sl a v e ( 9) o f Mary ( 1 0 ) . 
T h i s self-abasement o f the g l o r i o u s Logos o f the 
Fathe r t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n , a h u m i l i a t i o n s i g n i f i e d by 
the use o f the ' t a k i n g the form o f a s l a v e ' o f the Carmen 
C h r i s t i o f P h i l i p p i a n s , i s a genuine self-abasement. For 
the i n c a r n a t i o n o f the d i v i n e Logos, whereby i t o c c u r r e d , 
was a t r u e i n c a r n a t i o n . For "the Logos d i d n o t , as he 
came t o the p r o p h e t s , so d w e l l i n a h o l y man a t the con-
summation o f the a g e s . . . . " ( 1 1 ) . The d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t 
merely come upon and overshadow the man Jesus, as he had 
upon h i s p r e v i o u s messengers t o mankind, h i s p r o p h e t s . 
Rather, he became man, thus e f f e c t i n g t r u l y i n h i m s e l f the 
complete atonement o f God and man. Indeed, t h e r e a l i t y 
o f t h e d i v i n e Logos' becoming man i s s t r e s s e d by the 
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c o n t r a s t o f t h e d i s j u n c t i v e sense o f "he d w e l t i n a holy-
man" o f 7.15-16, i n which the s e p a r a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e 
Logos and t h e c r e a t u r e l y man i s emphasised, w i t h the 
c u m u l a t i v e sense o f "the Logos became f l e s h , and... 
h a v i n g t a k e n the form o f a s l a v e , became man from Mary 
a f t e r the f l e s h " o f 7.16-18, i n which the u n i o n o f t h e 
d i v i n e Logos w i t h the c r e a t u r e l y man i s u n d e r l i n e d . The 
r e a l i t y o f t h e i n c a r n a t i o n i s f u r t h e r emphasised by the 
f a c t t h a t as man the i m p a s s i b l e Logos s u f f e r s ( 1 2 ) . 
A l t h o u g h the d i v i n e Logos t r u l y became man, he d i d 
n o t cease t o be t r u l y d i v i n e . For he d i d n o t undergo e i t h e r 
a coming i n t o e x i s t e n c e , o r an a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s b e i n g i n 
becoming man. A d m i t t e d l y , t h i s i s n o t made c l e a r e x p l i c i t l y 
i n the Tome. Yet i t i s i m p l i e d . For the use o f the 
c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t tense o f the v e r b e i n a i i n c o n t r a s t 
w i t h the p e r f e c t tense o f g i g n e s t h a i i n such clauses as 
"being the t r u e son o f God, he became a l s o the son o f man, 
and b e i n g God's o n l y - b e g o t t e n Son, the same a l s o became 
the f i r s t - b o r n amongst many b r e t h r e n " ( 1 3 ) , suggest t he 
e t e r n i t y and i m m u t a b i l i t y o f the d i v i n e Logos. Again, 
the use o f "the Logos had a body", i n c o n t r a s t w i t h 
"the Logos became man/flesh", s t r e s s e s the e s s e n t i a l 
d i s t i n c t i o n between t h e d i v i n e C r e a t o r Logos and t h e 
assumed c r e a t u r e l y body i n t h e C h r i s t , t h e r e b y p o i n t i n g 
t o t h e c o n t i n u i n g d i v i n i t y o f the Logos i n c a r n a t e . 
Moreover, the i n c a r n a t e economy o f t h e Logos i s "the 
economy a c c o r d i n g t o t h e f l e s h " . Over a g a i n s t t h i s t h e r e 
i s " t h e economy a c c o r d i n g t o t h e d i v i n i t y " o f the Logos 
i n which t h e Logos a c t s d i v i n e l y ( 1 4 ) ; and i t i s t h i s 
d i v i n e economy o f the Logos which a g a i n s t r e s s e s , and 
w i t n e s s e s t o , the e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y o f the Logos i n c a r n a t e . 
These i m p l i c i t r e f e r e n c e s t o t h e d i v i n e Logos' r e m a i n i n g 
v e r y God w h i l e becoming v e r y man i s c o n f i r m e d as or t h o d o x 
i n t h e appended l e t t e r o f P a u l i n u s . For, i n i t , P a u l i n u s 
notes t h a t " c o n c e r n i n g the Logos o f the Father becoming 
man f o r us, I h o l d as i t i s w r i t t e n t h a t . . . . t h e Logos was 
made f l e s h , n o t i n the sense o f those most impious persons 
who say t h a t he has undergone a change b u t that he has 
become man f o r u s . . . " ( 1 5 ) . 
Given t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos became v e r y man 
w h i l e r e m a i n i n g t r u l y God, i t f o l l o w s , as we have b r i e f l y 
n o t i c e d , t h a t t h e C h r i s t a c t s i n accordance w i t h b o t h h i s 
d i v i n e and h i s human n a t u r e s . Thus, w h i l e he r a i s e d 
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Lazarus from the dead d i v i n e l y ( 1 6 ) , opened the eyes o f 
a man born b l i n d d i v i n e l y (17) and opened the graves and 
r a i s e d the dead d i v i n e l y ( 1 8 ) , he y e t had t o i n q u i r e 
humanly as t o where the deceased Lazarus l a y ( 1 9 ) , t o s p i t 
as man, i n the body (20) i n o r d e r t o make the c l a y w i t h 
w h i c h t o a n o i n t the eyes o f the man born b l i n d , and t o 
s u f f e r i n t h e f l e s h ( 2 1 ) . These two economies, each 
genuine i n i t s e l f , and each p r o p e r t o the r e s p e c t i v e 
n a t u r e s o f the d i v i n e Logos i n c a r n a t e , are b o t h w i t n e s s e s 
t o the v e r a c i t y o f the d i v i n e Logos become man, w h i l e 
y e t r e m a i n i n g f u l l y d i v i n e . 
W h i l e , however, the two economies are e s s e n t i a l l y 
d i s t i n c t , as the use o f the c o n t r a s t i n g "men....de " i n 
" a n t h r o p i n o s men....thelkos de ", "somatikos men .... 
t h e i k o s de. ...", s a r k i men t h e i k o s de.. . ." o f 7.30-34 
r e v e a l , the s u b j e c t o f b o t h are t h e same. For " t h e r e was 
not one who r a i s e d up Lazarus,and a n o t h e r who asked con-
c e r n i n g him; b u t the same i t was t h a t s a i d as man 'where 
does Lazarus l i e ?' ,and as God r a i s e d him up " ( 2 2 ) . 
For the e t e r n a l Logos was t h e one s u b j e c t o f b o t h economies 
i n t h a t w h i l e t h e becoming o f t h e i n c a r n a t i o n was n e i t h e r 
a b e g i n n i n g o f e x i s t e n c e , n o r an a l t e r a t i o n , i t was r e a l , 
t he d i v i n e Logos t r u l y becoming the man Jesus. 
T h i s i n c a r n a t i o n was n o t un d e r t a k e n f o r t h e b e n e f i t 
o f the immutable Logos, who by n a t u r e was beyond any 
i n c r e a s e . Rather, i t was un d e r t a k e n f o r men. For i n the 
Logos i n c a r n a t e t h e whole o f humanity i s p e r f e c t l y and 
w h o l l y f r e e d from s i n , quickened from t h e dead and i n t r o -
duced i n t o t h e kingdom o f heaven. Three b r i e f p o i n t s are 
n o t e w o r t h y here: f i r s t l y , man's s a l v a t i o n i n C h r i s t was 
p e r f e c t and complete ( 2 3 ) ; i t was c o m p l e t e l y guaranteed 
i n the a c t i o n o f God i n C h r i s t , n o t h i n g b e i n g l e f t t o the 
chance o f h a v i n g been l e f t t o man's i n s e c u r e and weak w i l l . 
Secondly, man's s a l v a t i o n was t h a t r e c e i v e d from God, the 
p a s s i v e words "was d e l i v e r e d " , "was e n l i v e n e d " and "was 
g i v e n access" (24) p o i n t i n g t o t h e a c t i o n o f the Godhead. 
For s a l v a t i o n was r e c e i v e d from God i n t h a t o n l y God c o u l d 
f o r g i v e s i n , and as L i f e i t s e l f r e v i t a l i s e man i n t h e k i n g -
dom o f heaven. L a s t l y , man's s a l v a t i o n was e f f e c t e d i n 
the i n c a r n a t e Logos ( 2 5 ) . For w h i l e the g i f t o f l i f e t o 
man n e c e s s a r i l y had t o stem from t he d i v i n e Logos, L i f e 
i t s e l f , t h a t g i f t was o n l y secured f o r man i n i t s b e i n g 
231. 
g i v e n t o man i n C h r i s t , by i t s b e s t o w a l upon the humanity 
o f C h r i s t , which was one w i t h a l l humanity. 
We t u r n now t o the much vexed q u e s t i o n o f the e x i s t e n c e , 
o r o t h e r w i s e , o f C h r i s t ' s human s o u l . The c e n t r a l passage 
i n t he Tome f o r the answering o f t h i s q u e s t i o n i s 7.21-25: 
"the y confessed a l s o t h a t the S a v i o u r had n o t a body 
w i t h o u t a s o u l , nor w i t h o u t sense nor i n t e l l i g e n c e : f o r 
i t was not p o s s i b l e , when the Lord had become man f o r us, 
t h a t h i s body s h o u l d be w i t h o u t i n t e l l i g e n c e : nor was the 
s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d i n the Logos h i m s e l f t h a t o f a body 
a l o n e , b u t o f a s o u l a l s o " ( 2 6 ) . 
T h i s passage i s n o t an i n t e r p o l a t i o n i n t o Chapter 7, 
the o m i s s i o n o f which would make t h e t e x t more o f a u n i t y 
i n i t s answering o f t h e q u e s t i o n as t o whether the 
i n c a r n a t i o n o f t h e Logos was t o be regarded as the Logos' 
becoming man, o r h i s coming i n t o man. For the o n l y 
argument i n f a v o u r o f the i n t e r p o l a t i o n h y p o t h e s i s i s t h a t 
t h e o m i s s i o n o f 7.21-25 would make the c h a p t e r more o f a 
u n i t y . That argument i s , however, i n s u f f i c i e n t , e s p e c i a l l y 
as the s t a t e m e n t about C h r i s t ' s s o u l has a c o m p l e t e l y 
A t h a n a s i a n r i n g about i t , as we s h a l l see. Rather, t h i s 
passage i s one which A t h a n a s i u s composed and addressed 
t o the A n t i o c h e n e s . Indeed, even though i t i s w r i t t e n i n 
the t h i r d person p l u r a l , " they confessed t h i s a l s o " 
( 2 7 ) , i t i s t h a t w i t h which A t h a n a s i u s agrees, as i s made 
c l e a r : A t h a n a s i u s w r i t e s t o h i s r e a d e r s , "these t h i n g s 
then b e i n g thus confessed, we e x h o r t you n o t h a s t i l y t o 
condemn those who so c o n f e s s , and so e x p l a i n the phrases 
which they use, nor t o r e j e c t them, b u t r a t h e r t o accept 
t h e m . . . . " ( 2 8 ) ; A t h a n a s i u s r e q u e s t s h i s r e a d e r s n o t t o 
condemn those who confess t h e o r t h o d o x statements o f 
c h a p t e r 7. Again, A t h a n a s i u s e x h o r t s the r e c i p i e n t s o f 
the Tome t o read i t i n p u b l i c t o t h e i r c o n g r e g a t i o n s ( 2 9 ) . 
Both o f these p o i n t s i m p l y t h a t A t h a n a s i u s accepted the 
sense o f the C h r i s t o l o g i c a l d e c l a r a t i o n s o f t h e Synod o f 
A l e x a n d r i a , as r e c o r d e d i n Tome 7. 
7.21-25 f a l l s i n t o t h r e e p a r t s , a l l o f which deserve 
our a t t e n t i o n . There i s the p r o p o s i t i o n : "the S a v i o u r 
had n o t a body w i t h o u t a s o u l , nor sense, nor i n t e l l i g e n c e " ; 
t h e r e are t h e n two s u b s t a n t i a t i o n s , " f o r i t was n o t p o s s i b l e , 
when the Lord became man f o r us, t h a t h i s body s h o u l d be 
w i t h o u t i n t e l l i g e n c e " and "nor was t h e s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d 
i n t he Logos h i m s e l f t h a t o f a body o n l y , b u t o f a s o u l 
a l s o " . That these two l a t t e r c l a u s e s are s u b s t a n t i a t i o n s 
i s c l e a r from the e x p l a n a t o r y word " f o r " i n 7.23 which 
i n t r o d u c e s b o t h clauses,and which a c t s as the c o n j u n c t i o n 
between these two c l a u s e s and the main c l a u s e o f 7.22. 
That these are two s u b s t a n t i a t i o n s , and n o t one, i s c l e a r 
from t h e f a c t t h a t the clause "nor was the s a l v a t i o n . , . . e t c , 
i s n o t dependent upon t h e c l a u s e " f o r i t was n o t p o s s i b l e . . . 
the v e rb o f the former b e i n g f i n i t e , gegonen, and n o t an 
i n f i n i t i v e . 
The p r o p o s i t i o n "the S a v i o u r had n o t a body w i t h o u t a 
s o u l (apsuchon) nor sense, n o r i n t e l l i g e n c e " , we s h a l l 
s t u d y f i r s t . On f i r s t appearances, t h i s p r o p o s i t i o n 
seems t o admit c l e a r l y t he e x i s t e n c e o f a human and 
r a t i o n a l s o u l i n C h r i s t . W i t h t h i s , h o w e v e r , K e l l y d i s a g r e e s 
For, w o r k i n g from t h e t h e s i s t h a t the d i v i n e Logos i s the 
hegemon i n C h r i s t , the f i n a l source o f a l l forms o f l i f e 
i n t h e human n a t u r e of C h r i s t , he i n t e r p r e t s apsuchon as 
' l i f e l e s s ' and understands 7.22 as meaning, n o t t h a t t h e 
Logos i n c a r n a t e possessed a c r e a t e d mind, b u t t h a t the 
Logos h i m s e l f was the v i v i f y i n g p r i n c i p l e o f h i s body, 
and served as the i n t e l l i g e n c e o r s o u l o f t h e God-man ( 3 0 ) . 
T h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f 7.22 K e l l y c o r r o b o r a t e s by n o t i n g 
t h r e e p o i n t s : the f o r m u l a was e v i d e n t l y p u t f o r w a r d a t 
A l e x a n d r i a by the adherents o f the Logos-sarx C h r i s t o l o g y 
i n o r d e r t o c o u n t e r o b j e c t i o n s t o t h e s u g g e s t i o n t h a t t h a t 
C h r i s t o l o g y i m p l i e d a maimed humanity, by a s s e r t i n g t h a t 
i t was m i s l e a d i n g t o r e p r e s e n t C h r i s t ' s humanity as b e i n g 
i n c o m p l e t e on the Logos-sarx t h e o l o g y , as the Logos, the 
a r c h e t y p e o f t h e mind o r s o u l , had u n i t e d h i m s e l f t o h i s 
f l e s h ; A p o l l i n a r i u s u n d e r s t o o d these words i n t h i s sense; 
and, t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 7.21-25 accords much b e t t e r 
than t h e immediate i m p r e s s i o n w i t h the A l e x a n d r i a n 
C h r i s t o l o g y i n g e n e r a l and w i t h the A l e x a n d r i a n c o n c e p t i o n 
o f the mind, o r nous, as the image o f the d i v i n e Logos. 
W i t h K e l l y , however, we must d i s a g r e e . For f i r s t l y , even 
i f t h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l s t a t e m e n t was p u t f o r w a r d o n l y by 
adherents o f a s t r i c t Logos-sarx C h r i s t o l o g y , which i s 
d o u b t f u l , i t i s not t h e r e f o r e the case t h a t A thanasius 
would have u n d e r s t o o d i t i n a s t r i c t Logos-sarx manner. 
For A t h a n a s i u s d i d n o t , as we have seen, expound h i s 
d o c t r i n e o f C h r i s t s i m p l y i n terms o f a Logos-sarx schema. 
He a l s o used a Logos-soma and a Logos-anthropos framework, 
each f o r m u l a complementing and c l a r i f y i n g the o t h e r s . I t 
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i s w i t h i n t h i s wide, Nicene p e r s p e c t i v e t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
u n d e r s t o o d the Tome. Indeed, t h a t i t i s t h r o u g h t h i s 
wide, Nicene p e r s p e c t i v e t h a t the Tome i s t o be read i s 
c l e a r , moreover, from the f a c t t h a t t h e c r e d a l s t a t e m e n t 
t h a t i t c o n t a i n s i s the p r o d u c t o f an A l e x a n d r i a n c o u n c i l , 
a t which r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s from t h e L a t i n West were p r e s e n t , 
and which was designed t o s a t i s f y and encourage Nicene 
s u p p o r t e r s i n A n t i o c h , people o f a n o t h e r area and a n o t h e r 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l t r a d i t i o n . The f o r m u l a e o f t h e c o u n c i l 
are t h e r e f o r e most l i k e l y t o be c a r e f u l l y c o n s i d e r e d 
s t a t e m e n t s o f t h e t h e o l o g y o f the C a t h o l i c Church as a 
whole, as r e p r e s e n t e d by such a n t i - A r i a n s as Eusebius 
o f V e r c e l l i . I t i s t h e r e f o r e a c c o r d i n g t o t h i s b r o a d e r , 
Nicene p e r s p e c t i v e , r a t h e r than i n l i n e w i t h the narrow 
Logos-sarx C h r i s t o l o g i c a l schema o f K e l l y ' s t h e s i s , t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s ' p e r s o n a l t h e o l o g i c a l o p i n i o n s must be seen here. 
Secondly, t h e s i m p l e f a c t t h a t A p o l l i n a r i u s u n d e r s t o o d the 
Tome i n a s t r i c t l y Logos-sarx f a s h i o n i n no way means t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s u n d e r s t o o d i t s i m i l a r l y . A gain, the f a c t t h a t 
t h e A l e x a n d r i a n t h e o l o g i a n s g e n e r a l l y t h o u g h t o f the d i v i n e 
Logos as u l t i m a t e l y the hegemon i n C h r i s t , and o f man's 
mind,or nous, as the image o f the d i v i n e Logos does not 
mean t h a t a human s o u l i n C h r i s t i s t h e r e b y excluded. For 
t h i s seems so from the p a r a l l e l s between the i n d i v i d u a l 
human n a t u r e o f C h r i s t and human n a t u r e i n g e n e r a l . More 
i m p o r t a n t l y , e c c l e s i a s t i c a l t r a d i t i o n w i l l n o t a l l o w us 
t o f o l l o w K e l l y and i n t e r p r e t apsuchon a s " l i f e l e s s " . For 
S o c r a t e s , i n h i s E c c l e s i a s t i c a l H i s t o r y , notes t h a t a t 
t h e synod o f A l e x a n d r i a "they a l s o d e c l a r e d t h a t the Logos 
i n b e i n g made man, assumed n o t o n l y f l e s h ( e n s a r k o n ) , b u t 
a l s o a s o u l (empsuchomenon), i n accordance w i t h t h e views 
o f the e a r l y e c c l e s i a s t i c s . . . I r e n a e u s , Clemens, A p o l l i n a r i u s 
o f H i e r a p o l i s , and Serapion who p r e s i d e d over the Church 
a t A n t i o c h , assure us i n t h e i r s e v e r a l works, t h a t i t was 
the g e n e r a l l y r e c e i v e d o p i n i o n t h a t C h r i s t i n h i s i n c a r -
n a t i o n was endowed w i t h a s o u l (empsuchon) Origen a l s o 
everywhere i n h i s e x t a n t works accepts t h a t the I n c a r n a t e 
God took on h i m s e l f a human s o u l (empsuchon) " ( 3 1 ) . 
From the c o n t r a s t o f ensarkon w i t h empsuchomenon, i t seems 
c l e a r t h a t apsuchon o f the Synod o f 362 i s n o t t o be under-
s t o o d as " l i f e l e s s " b u t as " w i t h o u t a s o u l " . T h i s p o i n t i s 
d r i v e n home y e t more c l e a r l y by the c o n t r a s t o f soma w i t h 
psuche i n Sozomen's E c c l e s i a s t i c a l H i s t o r y : "the b i s h o p s 
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o f many c i t i e s had assembled i n A l e x a n d r i a w i t h A t h a n a s i u s 
and Eusebius, and had c o n f i r m e d t he Nicene d o c t r i n e s . . . . 
They d e c l a r e d t h a t the human n a t u r e assumed by God the 
Logos i s t o be regarded as c o n s i s t i n g o f n o t a p e r f e c t 
body o n l y (ou mono t o s o m a t i . . . . ) , b u t a l s o o f a p e r f e c t 
s o u l ( p s u c h e ) , even as was t a u g h t by the a n c i e n t church 
p h i l o s o p h e r s . . . . " ( 3 2 ) . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t K e l l y ' s argument i s a case o f 
s p e c i a l p l e a d i n g , a n d t h a t t h e i n i t i a l i m p r e s s i o n o f Tome 
7.22, t h a t t h e C h r i s t had a r a t i o n a l human s o u l , must be 
a l l o w e d as t h a t which Athanasius accepted as o r t h o d o x . 
The f i r s t s u b s t a n t i a t i o n o f the main p r o p o s i t i o n reads 
t h a t " i t was n o t p o s s i b l e , when t h e Lord had become man 
f o r us, t h a t h i s body s h o u l d be w i t h o u t i n t e l l i g e n c e " . 
To G r i l l m e i e r ' s mind the key t o the r i g h t u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f t h i s c l a u s e l i e s i n the "when the Lord f o r us", i n 
which he p l a c e s the emphasis upon " t h e L o r d " ( 3 3 ) . He 
t h e r e f o r e reasons t h a t 7.23-24 means t h a t s i n c e he, the 
Lord o r the Logos, had become man, h i s body c o u l d n o t 
have been w i t h o u t i n t e l l i g e n c e . Approaching t h i s q u e s t i o n 
from the p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s p r e s e n t i n t h e th o u g h t o f a 
Logos-sarx C h r i s t o l o g y , and not i n the l i g h t o f any o f the 
l a t e r c o n t r o v e r s i e s , G r i l l m e i e r then concludes t h a t t h i s 
i n t e l l i g e n c e i n C h r i s t i s n o t grounded i n C h r i s t h i m s e l f 
p r i m a r i l y and e x c l u s i v e l y i n a c r e a t e d p r i n c i p l e , i n a 
c r e a t u r e l y s o u l , s i n c e f o r C h r i s t , as f o r a l l men ( 3 4 ) , 
the d i v i n e Logos was the u l t i m a t e p r i n c i p l e o f i n t e l l i g e n c e . 
However, a l t h o u g h G r i l l m e i e r reckons t h a t t h e i n t e l l i g e n c e 
acknowledged i n C h r i s t ' s ou anoeton soma d e r i v e d from the 
d i v i n e Logos and n o t p r i m a r i l y from a c r e a t e d s o u l , he does 
a l l o w t h a t the f a c t t h a t even though i n C h r i s t the i n t e l -
l i g e n c e i s u l t i m a t e l y grounded i n the Logos, a human s o u l 
i s n o t t h e r e f o r e excluded ( 3 5 ) . W i t h G r i l l m e i e r ' s g e n e r a l 
c o n c l u s i o n s here we would n o t d i s a g r e e ; b u t c e r t a i n 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s must be n o t e d . While we acknowledge t h a t 
the emphasis here i s upon the Logos as the u l t i m a t e source 
o f r a t i o n a l i t y , we do not b e l i e v e t h a t the "...had become 
man f o r us" i s redundant. Again, as we have n o t e d i n 
r e f e r e n c e t o K e l l y ' s t h e s i s , we do n o t t h i n k t h a t Tome 
7.23-24 i s t o be i n t e r p r e t e d s o l e l y i n terms o f a Logos-
sarx framework, i n o r d e r t o a r r i v e a t a c o r r e c t under-
s t a n d i n g o f A t h a n a s i u s ' comprehension o f Tome 7. R a t h e r , 
Tome 7 i s t o be u n d e r s t o o d i n t h e l i g h t o f t h e s e v e r a l 
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C h r i s t o l o g i c a l frameworks t h a t A t h a n a s i u s uses. Moreover, 
w h i l e a d m i t t i n g t h a t man's reason stems u l t i m a t e l y from 
the d i v i n e Logos, we would h o l d t h a t f o r A t h a n a s i u s t h a t 
r a t i o n a l i t y i s made m a n i f e s t i n man's r a t i o n a l s o u l . 
Hence i t seems t h a t Tome 7.23-24 means t h a t s i n c e the 
d i v i n e Logos, the source o f r a t i o n a l i t y , became man, the 
body t h a t he assumed i n becoming man was n o t " w i t h o u t 
i n t e l l i g e n c e " o r w i t h o u t a r a t i o n a l s o u l , t h a t m a n i f e s t a t i o n 
o f r a t i o n a l i t y . H e r e i n l i e s a s u b s t a n t i a t i o n o f the main 
p r o p o s i t i o n o f 7.22. 
Noteworthy here i s the f a c t t h a t w h i l e t h e sub-
s t a n t i a t i o n o f 7.23-24 helps e s t a b l i s h t h e presence o f 
a p h y s i c a l s o u l i n C h r i s t , i t does n o t a t t r i b u t e a 
t h e o l o g i c a l r o l e t o t h a t s o u l . That, however, does n o t 
mean t h a t t he s o u l o f C h r i s t has no t h e o l o g i c a l r o l e ; 
b u t even i f i t has, t h a t r o l e has no p l a c e i n the 
argument o f 7.22-24. For the p o i n t o f the s u b s t a n t i a t i o n 
o f 7.23-24 i s t o e s t a b l i s h the f a c t o f C h r i s t ' s s o u l , the 
p o i n t o f the p r o p o s i t i o n o f 7.22. To e s t a b l i s h t h a t , 
mention o f t h a t s o u l ' s t h e o l o g i c a l importance was n o t 
necessary. 
The second s u b s t a n t i a t i o n reads "nor was the 
s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d i n t h e Logos h i m s e l f t h a t o f a body 
alone, b u t o f a s o u l a l s o " . From t h i s G r i l l m e i e r notes 
two t h i n g s . F i r s t l y , o n l y t he o b j e c t t o be redeemed, man 
and h i s s o u l , i s mentioned. "Not h i n g i s . . . . s a i d about 
the b e i n g o f C h r i s t h i m s e l f " ( 3 6 ) . Secondly, the s a l v -
a t i o n o f the whole man i s worked o u t i n t h e Logos 
h i m s e l f . For "the communication o f the Logos i s . . . . 
the cause o f the redemption o f the whole man. Here 
the ' s o u l ' o f C h r i s t i s no t h e o l o g i c a l f a c t o r " ( 3 7 ) . 
Upon t h i s l a t t e r p o i n t we must comment. I t i s t r u e t h a t 
the s a l v a t i o n o f the whole man stems en auto t o Logo, 
from the d i v i n e Logos. For he alone has the d i v i n i t y 
t o g i v e i n grace t o man, i n o r d e r t o d e i f y him, and t o 
save him from h i s m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e n a t u r e . Yet 
t h a t does n o t mean t h a t a human s o u l i s absent from the 
C h r i s t . For, from elsewhere i n the A t h a n a s i a n corpus, 
we have l e a r n t t h a t man's s a l v a t i o n i s guaranteed o n l y 
i n C h r i s t . Only i n God's grace b e i n g bestowed upon the 
man Jesus whom the d i v i n e Logos has become, and upon a l l 
men i n Jesus, was s a l v a t i o n f o r a l l secured. I t seems 
c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t f o r A t h a n a s i u s , w h i l e s a l v a t i o n 
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o r i g i n a t e s i n t h e d i v i n e Logos, i t i s mediated and secured 
f o r a l l men i n t h e humanity o f C h r i s t . 
One o t h e r p o i n t needs to be made w i t h r e g a r d t o 
G r i l l m e i e r ' s t h o u g h t s upon t h i s s u b s t a n t i a t i o n . G r i l l m e i e r 
s t u d i e s Tome 7.24-25 i n i t s e l f , and n o t as a s u b s t a n t i a t i o n 
o f a p r o p o s i t i o n . For i f he had done the l a t t e r , he would 
n o t have s a i d t h a t the s o u l o f C h r i s t i s no t h e o l o g i c a l 
f a c t o r i n man's s a l v a t i o n . For when 7.24-25 i s seen as 
the s u b s t a n t i a t i o n o f 7.22, we d i s c o v e r t h a t A t h a n a s i u s ' 
argument i s t h a t i n t h a t men are w h o l l y saved, C h r i s t ' s 
"body" i s n o t " w i t h o u t a s o u l , nor w i t h o u t sense, nor 
i n t e l l i g e n c e " . There i s t h e r e f o r e an i m p l i e d c o n n e c t i o n 
between men's s o u l s and C h r i s t ' s s o u l . That i s n o t t o say, 
however, t h a t t h e s o u l o f C h r i s t i s the source o f the 
s a l v a t i o n o f men's s o u l s . Rather, i t i s the means, o r 
organ, o f t h a t s a l v a t i o n . For, even as the w i l l s o f men 
are secured t o God i n t h a t the d i v i n e Logos assumed a 
human w i l l i n becoming man, and so p r e s e r v e d i t unto 
r i g h t e o u s n e s s , so the s o u l , the hegemon i n man, i s 
secured t o God by i t s h a v i n g been assumed unto s a l v a t i o n 
i n C h r i s t . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t , c o n t r a r y t o the views o f 
K e l l y , Tome 7.21-25 does a s s e r t the p h y s i c a l e x i s t e n c e 
o f C h r i s t ' s s o u l , and t h a t c o n t r a r y t o t h e views o f 
G r i l l r n e i e r and Roldanus ( 3 8 ) , i t acknowledges, a l b e i t 
o n l y i m p l i c i t l y , the t h e o l o g i c a l f u n c t i o n o f t h a t s o u l . 
C o n f i r m a t i o n o f t h i s c o n c l u s i o n i s f o u n d i n Tome 
7.13-21. For t h e " f o r t h e y confessed t h i s a l s o " 
(39) l o o k s back t o the "what these confessed " o f 
7.13-14, as the e x p l a n a t o r y " f o r " o f 7.21 suggests. 
Indeed, t h a t 7.21-25 ought t o be un d e r s t o o d i n t h e l i g h t 
o f 7.13-21 seems c o r r o b o r a t e d by a p a r a l l e l i s m between 
the two passages: the "what they confessed" o f 7.13-14 
i s p a r a l l e l e d by the "t h e y confessed t h i s a l s o " o f 7.21; 
the admission o f the d i v i n e Logos' t r u l y becoming man, 
and f u l l y man, the c u m u l a t i v e e f f e c t o f "the Logos 
h i m s e l f became f l e s h , and, h a v i n g taken t he form o f a 
s l a v e , became man o f Mary, a f t e r t h e f l e s h " ( 4 0 ) , b o t h 
m a r k i n g the r e a l i t y o f the manhood, and i n i t s 
echoing the Nicene s a r k o t h e n t a k a i enanthropesanta, 
e x c l u d i n g the d e n i a l o f a human s o u l i n C h r i s t , i s p a r a l l e l e d 
by the e x p l i c i t a s s e r t i o n t h a t " t h e Saviour had not a 
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body w i t h o u t a s o u l , n or w i t h o u t sense, nor i n t e l l i g e n c e " 
( 4 1 ) ; the r e c o g n i t i o n o f the f u l l s a l v a t i o n o f man i n the 
statement " i n him the human race was p e r f e c t l y and w h o l l y 
d e l i v e r e d from s i n " (42) i s p a r a l l e l e d by t h a t o f "nor 
was the s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d i n the Logos h i m s e l f a s a l -
v a t i o n o f body o n l y , b u t o f the s o u l a l s o " ( 4 3 ) . 
Given t h i s p a r a l l e l i s m , i t i s n o t e w o r t h y t h a t 
w h i l e i n 7.21-25 we f i n d t h a t s i n c e men are w h o l l y saved 
i n C h r i s t , C h r i s t has a s o u l , i n 7.13-21 we f i n d t h a t 
s i n c e the C h r i s t has a f u l l humanity, the presence o f the 
s o u l b e i n g a s s e r t e d i n the Nicene manner, men are saved 
f u l l y . Indeed,the c o n n e c t i o n between the d i v i n e Logos (44) 
t r u l y and f u l l y becoming man, and the f u l l s a l v a t i o n of 
man i s s t r e s s e d by the use o f " i n him" i n "from Mary a f t e r 
t h e f l e s h he became man f o r us, and thus i n him the human 
race was p e r f e c t l y and w h o l l y d e l i v e r e d . . . . " ( 4 5 ) . The 
i m p l i c i t acknowledgement o f the t h e o l o g i c a l r o l e o f 
C h r i s t ' s human s o u l o f 7.21-25 i s t h e r e f o r e made e x p l i c i t 
i n 7.13-21,in the o p p o s i t e s i d e o f the c o i n t o the for m e r . 
I t i s w o r t h remembering, however, t h a t , a c c o r d i n g 
t o 7.13-21, man's f u l l s a l v a t i o n i s n o t dependent s o l e l y 
upon C h r i s t ' s h a v i n g a human s o u l , as though t h a t s o u l 
were the source o f s a l v a t i o n . Rather i t was dependent 
upon the d i v i n e Logos t r u l y r e m a i n i n g e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e , w h i l e 
y e t becoming, r a t h e r t h a n coming upon, t r u e and whole man 
( 4 6 ) . Both a f u l l and e t e r n a l d i v i n i t y and a f u l l and 
genuine humanity i n the one C h r i s t were necessary f o r man's 
f u l l s a l v a t i o n . 
I t o n l y remains f o r us to c o n s i d e r what k i n d o f 
s o u l i t was t h a t A t h a n a s i u s admits t h a t C h r i s t has. 
C h r i s t ' s s o u l i s d e s c r i b e d a d j e c t i v a l l y , and n o t n o m i n a l l y , 
i n the Tome. For i t i s n o t an o b j e c t i n i t s e l f . T h i s i s 
because i t e x i s t s o n l y i n and t h r o u g h grace, b e i n g man's 
p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n i n grace t o t h e d i v i n e Logos. For 
Athanasius t h e r e f o r e t h e human s o u l i s n o t a possession 
o f a human c r e a t u r e , b u t a dynamic g i f t which i s m a i n t a i n e d 
by t h e C r e a t o r Logos. 
I t i s n o t e w o r t h y here t h a t the admission o f the 
s o u l o f C h r i s t as a d j e c t i v a l , and as bound up w i t h the 
mystery o f grace, t i e s i n w i t h t h e i d e a found e a r l i e r i n 
the A t h a n a s i a n corpus, t h a t man was " i n the image o f God" 
or p e r s o n a l o n l y i n the person o f the d i v i n e Logos, the 
238. 
Image o f God. C h r i s t ' s s o u l i s t h e r e f o r e one i n k i n d 
w i t h man's, h i s s o u l b e i n g p e r s o n a l o n l y as man's i s 
" i n t h e image o f God". 
Connected w i t h the f a c t t h a t the s o u l o f C h r i s t 
i s n o t an o b j e c t i n i t s e l f , i s the f a c t t h a t t h e r e i s 
o n l y one s u b j e c t i n C h r i s t ( 4 7 ) . That one s u b j e c t i s 
n o t , however, t h e d i v i n e Logos i n h i m s e l f , nor the 
humanity i t s e l f , which the Logos assumed. I t i s the 
Logos i n c a r n a t e , o r the Logos become man, b o t h body and 
s o u l . I t f o l l o w s from t h i s t h e r e f o r e t h a t w h i l e the 
s o u l o f C h r i s t takes p a r t i n the s a l v i f i c work o f C h r i s t , 
i n t h a t i t i s o f the man whom the d i v i n e Logos became i n 
h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , t he s o u l o f C h r i s t does n o t have a r o l e 
i n i t s e l f i n the same. For i t i s n o t an independent and 
s e l f - e x i s t e n t o b j e c t i n t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e . The s o u l 
o f C h r i s t cannot a c t i n i t s e l f over a g a i n s t t he d i v i n e 
Logos i n C h r i s t i n t h a t i t i s t h a t which e x i s t s o n l y i n 
the d i v i n e Logos, and i s t h a t which the d i v i n e Logos has 
become i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . 
C h r i s t ' s s o u l i s t h e r e f o r e s i m i l a r t o man's b e i n g 
' i n t h e image' i n t h a t i t cannot e x i s t o r a c t i n i t s e l f ; 
i t e x i s t s i n t h e grace o f the P r o v i d e n t i a l C r e a t o r alone 
and a c t s o n l y t h r o u g h i t s body. 
I n the c h a p t e r upon C.Ar.1, when t r e a t i n g the 
q u e s t i o n o f the human s o u l o f C h r i s t , we noted t h a t t h a t 
human s o u l was n o t e x p l i c i t l y mentioned t h e r e . The main 
reason f o r t h i s seemed t o be t h a t i t was C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y 
w hich then was the main concern o f the A r i a n s , and t h a t 
i t was t h a t upon which A t h a n a s i u s t h e r e f o r e r i g h t l y con-
c e n t r a t e d i n h i s a n t i - A r i a n p o l e m i c . Indeed, i t was o n l y 
l a t e r i n the c o n t r o v e r s y , when the d i v i n i t y o f the Holy 
S p i r i t was c a l l e d i n t o q u e s t i o n by the T r o p i c i , t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s was t r u l y f a c e d w i t h t he q u e s t i o n o f whether 
or n o t t o admit a human s o u l i n C h r i s t . I t i s t h e r e f o r e 
o f g r e a t i i t e r e s t t h a t the Tome, a work w r i t t e n i n t h i s 
l a t e r stage o f t h e c o n t r o v e r s y , and i n which t h e r e i s 
r e f e r e n c e t o the c o u n c i l o f A l e x a n d r i a o f A.D.362 - whose 
aims i n c l u d e d the p r o f e s s i o n o f the Nicene creed, t he 
condemnation o f the A r i a n heresy, and the s o l u t i o n o f the 
q u e s t i o n o f the c o n s u b s t a n t i a l i t y o f the Holy S p i r i t w i t h 
God the Father - does answer the q u e s t i o n r e g a r d i n g t he 
human s o u l o f C h r i s t i n the a f f i r m a t i v e . I t s r e f e r e n c e 
t o C h r i s t ' s s o u l , e x p l i c i t i n Ch.7 and i m p l i c i t i n the use 
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o f t h e Nicene i n c a r n a t i o n a l f o r m u l a e which exclude a 
d e n i a l o f a human s o u l , thus c o n f i r m our f i n d i n g s i n 
the c h a p t e r s upon C.Ar.1-3. The Tome i s then t he 
measure by which A t h a n s i u s 1 e a r l i e r works, and e s p e c i a l l y 
the a n t i - A r i a n ones, are r i g h t l y judged. 
From A t h a n a s i u s ' Tome i t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t 
the t r u e Logos o f the Fa t h e r , w h i l e r e m a i n i n g God, became 
t r u l y and f u l l y man i n o r d e r t h a t i n C h r i s t men might be 
saved from c o r r u p t i o n unto the l i f e i n h o l y communion w i t h 
God the C r e a t o r . 
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CHAPTER 6 
EPISTOLA AD EPICTETUM 
The Ad Ep i c t e t u r n d e a l s w i t h t h e r e l a t i o n o f the 
h i s t o r i c a l C h r i s t t o the e t e r n a l Son. Questions had been 
r a i s e d a t C o r i n t h , s i m i l a r t o those w h i c h had t r o u b l e d 
t h e E a s t e r n Church g e n e r a l l y , and which were t o come t o a 
head i n the system o f A p o l l i n a r i u s , whose d i s t i n c t i v e 
t e n e t s are n o t , however, mentioned i n t h i s l e t t e r . Some 
o f the E p i c t e t u s ' f l o c k had been anxious t o pl a c e t he 
Nicene d o c t r i n e i n i n t e l l i g i b l e c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the 
m a t t e r o f t h e Gospel n a r r a t i v e , a n d had debated t he i s s u e 
b e f o r e t h e i r b i s h o p . T h e i r t e n t a t i v e s o l u t i o n s had f a l l e n 
i n t o two c l a s s e s , b o t h o f which proceeded from t he 
assumption, i n c i d e n t a l l y c o u n t e r e d by A t h a n a s i u s , t h a t t h e 
manhood o f C h r i s t was such t h a t , i f i n v e s t e d w i t h d i v i n e 
a t t r i b u t e s , i t would i n t r o d u c e a f o u r t h aspect t o the 
T r i n i t y . To a v o i d t h i s d i f f i c u l t y , one p a r t y i d e n t i f i e d 
the Logos w i t h t h e manhood,by assuming e i t h e r t h a t t h e 
Logos was changed, i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , i n t o f l e s h , o r t h a t 
the f l e s h i t s e l f was u n n a t u r a l , b e i n g o f the d i v i n e essence. 
The o t h e r p a r t y excluded the man Jesus from t he T r i n i t y , 
e x p l a i n i n g h i s r e l a t i o n t o God a l o n g the l i n e s o f P h o t i n u s . 
I t was i n t h e face o f these t e n t a t i v e s u g g e s t i o n s 
t h a t E p i c t e t u s w r o t e t o Atha n a s i u s s e e k i n g h i s o p i n i o n , 
and t h a t A t h a n a s i u s d u l y gave h i s v i e w s . 
Fundamental t o A t h a n a s i u s ' r e p l y t o E p i c t e t u s i s 
h i s b e l i e f t h a t he who became i n c a r n a t e was v e r y God. The 
Logos was t h e i m p a s s i b l e and i n c o r p o r e a l Logos o f God ( 1 ) ; 
he was by n a t u r e God ( 2 ) ; he was the Lord , t he Omnipotent 
One; and he was, c o n t r a r y t o the b e l i e f o f some, t h e t r u e 
Son o f the t r u e F a t h e r , he who was c o n s u b s t a n t i a l w i t h t h e 
Fat h e r , b u t was n o t the Father h i m s e l f ( 3 ) . As such 
t h e r e f o r e he was e s s e n t i a l l y God, b e i n g l i k e t h e Fath e r i n 
a l l t h i n g s b u t h i s f a t h e r h o o d ( 4 ) . 
The d i v i n e Logos was co n s e q u e n t l y n a t u r a l l y d i s t i n c t 
from c r e a t i o n , i n t h a t he was n a t u r a l l y d i s t i n c t from h i s 
body ( 5 ) , which was an i n t e g r a l and n a t u r a l p a r t o f the 
whole o f c r e a t i o n ( 6 ) . Indeed, t h i s e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n 
o f t h e d i v i n e Logos from c r e a t i o n i s b r o u g h t o u t even more 
c l e a r l y i n c o n t r a s t i n g those s t a t e m e n t s which d e s c r i b e the 
d i v i n e Logos as one who, b e i n g o f t h e Fat h e r ' s essence ( 7 ) , 
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i s i m m a t e r i a l , i n t a n g i b l e , and i m p a s s i b l e ( 8 ) , w i t h those 
t h a t p i c t u r e h i s body, t h a t i n t e g r a l p a r t o f c r e a t i o n , as 
t h a t which, b e i n g o f Mary o r "from t he e a r t h " ( 9 ) i s n a t u r a l l y 
m a t e r i a l , t a n g i b l e and p a s s i b l e ( 1 0 ) . I t f o l l o w s t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t the s u b j e c t o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , f o r A t h a n a s i u s , i s 
v e r y God, and as such i s d i s t i n c t i n h i s l o r d l y r o l e as 
C r e a t o r from c r e a t u r e l y man. 
I t was t h i s v e r y God, the Logos, who b r i d g e d the 
o t h e r w i s e u n b r i d g e a b l e g u l f between God and man i n 
becoming i n c a r n a t e . 
G e n e r a l l y b e i n g d e s c r i b e d as the s o j o u r n i n g o f the 
Logos ( 1 1 ) , and as the 'coming o f the l i n e o f David ' ( 1 2 ) , 
a d e s c r i p t i o n i n which the e t e r n a l l y d i v i n e sonship o f 
the Logos i s c o n t r a s t e d i n a v e r y P a u l i n e manner w i t h t he 
tempor a l and human sonship o f the Logos o f the D a v i d i c 
l i n e ( 1 3 ) , the i n c a r n a t i o n i s un d e r s t o o d under two aspe c t s : 
t h a t which the d i v i n e Logos becomes i n h i m s e l f , and t h a t 
w h i c h he takes t o h i m s e l f t o be h i s own po s s e s s i o n . 
The d i v i n e Logos became man (14) o r f l e s h ( 1 5 ) , the 
l a t t e r b e i n g t he well-known Johannine C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a . 
These two C h r i s t o l o g i c a l c l a u s e s which A t h a n a s i u s , 
a r g u i n g upon the b a s i s o f J o e l 2.28, sees as synonymous, 
are n o t , however, t o be und e r s t o o d as meaning t h a t the 
d i v i n e Logos t h e r e b y ceased t o be t r u l y d i v i n e by becoming 
man. For even as i t was s a i d t h a t the Logos became 
accursed i n t h a f ' h e t o o k upon h i m s e l f the curse on our 
b e h a l f " ( 1 6 ) , so i t i s a l s o s a i d t h a t the Logos became 
f l e s h "not by b e i n g changed i n t o f l e s h , b u t . . . . i n assuming 
l i v i n g f l e s h , and becoming man" ( 1 7 ) . Indeed, the a s s e r t i o n 
t h a t the Logos d i d n o t undergo an a l t e r a t i o n i n r e l a t i o n t o 
h i s d i v i n e n a t u r e t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n i s c o n f i r m e d 
elsewhere; f o r " i n becoming f l e s h the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t 
t u r n i n t o i t " ( 1 8 ) . Rather, by r e m a i n i n g t r u l y d i v i n e t he 
Logos remained i m p a s s i b l e and i n c o r p o r e a l , h a l l m a r k s o f 
t r u e d i v i n i t y , w h i l e y e t i n a p a s s i b l e body ( 1 9 ) . He 
remained God, the Lord o f g l o r y w h i l e b e i n g i n the body 
which was i n g l o r i o u s l y n a i l e d and dish o n o u r e d . He remained 
the u n i v e r s a l C r e a t o r whom the sun, a c r e a t u r e , r e c o g n i s e d , 
even when the C r e a t o r was i n t h e o u t r a g e d body upon the 
cross (2L)Moreover, t h a t t h i s d i v i n i t y l o s t none o f i t s power 
i n t h e i n c a r n a t i o n i s c o n f i r m e d i n Ch.6, where Athanasius 
notes t h a t the Logos i n c a r n a t e c o u l d have checked h i s 
p a s s i o n s , an a c t o n l y p o s s i b l e f o r a superhuman b e i n g . 
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Yet he d i d n o t , r e f r a i n i n g n o t by f o r c e o f c i r c u m s t a n c e , 
b u t t h r o u g h d e l i b e r a t e c h o i c e ( 2 2 ) . F i n a l l y , the usages 
o f the verbs " t o become" and " t o be" c o r r o b o r a t e the above 
f i n d i n g s . For " t o become" i s not used i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h 
"body" l e s t i t i m p l y t h a t the d i v i n e Logos changed i n h i s 
own n a t u r e ( 2 3 ) . Again, i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h the p o s t -
r e s u r r e c t i o n meeting o f Thomas and C h r i s t , A t h a n a s i u s 
notes t h a t C h r i s t d i d not say "as you see me t o be f l e s h 
and bone", b u t "as you see me t o have", i n o r d e r t h a t i t 
might n o t be t h o u g h t t h a t t he Logos h i m s e l f was changed 
i n t o these t h i n g s , b u t t h a t he had them ( 2 4 ) . Athanasius thus 
r e c o g n i s e s the i m m u t a b i l i t y o f the d i v i n e Logos even i n 
h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . Indeed, the e t e r n a l i m m u t a b i l i t y o f the 
d i v i n e Logos w h i l e y e t i n c a r n a t e i s demonstrated by the 
use o f the c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t o f the verb " t o be". This 
c o n t i n u o u s sense o f " t o be" i s e s p e c i a l l y e v i d e n t when 
used over a g a i n s t " t o have become", the l a t t e r b e i n g an 
i n f i n i t i v e w hich can have the sense o f "coming i n t o 
e x i s t e n c e " or " b e i n g b o r n " . The verb " t o be", t h e n , i s 
a p r o p e r l y c o n t i n u o u s tense, i m p l y i n g n e i t h e r b e g i n n i n g 
nor end o f e x i s t e n c e . I t a s s e r t s t h a t the Logos belongs 
t o the e t e r n a l , heavenly w o r l d , and t h a t he i s the f i r s t 
and t he l a s t , t h e e t e r n a l Lord, w h e r e i n he i s one w i t h t he 
Fat h e r . 
Given then t h a t the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t undergo any 
a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s b e i n g as God i n and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n -
a t i o n , and g i v e n , moreover, t h a t t he assumed body o f 
the Logos was n o t c o n s u b s t a n t i a l w i t h h i s d i v i n i t y , i t 
f o l l o w s t h a t t he r e f e r e n c e i n 2.15 t o t o k u r i a k o n soma i s 
not t o be u n d e r s t o o d t o mean t h a t t h e assumed body became 
d i v i n e by n a t u r e . Rather i t ought t o be un d e r s t o o d as an 
a l t e r n a t i v e t o the t o soma t o u K u r i o u o f 7.32 e t a l . 
The i n c a r n a t i o n a l becoming o f the Logos d i d n o t , 
however, e n t a i l h i s coming i n t o b e i n g ; f o r s i n c e t h e assumed 
humanity was not c o - e t e r n a l w i t h the Son, as A t h a n a s i u s ' 
s t r o n g d i s a v o w a l i n Ch.2 demonstrates, t h e Logos h i m s e l f 
must n e c e s s a r i l y p r e - e x i s t i t , b e i n g e t e r n a l l y God, the 
Son o f the F a t h e r . Indeed, w h i l e the Logos e x i s t e t e r n a l l y 
i n and w i t h t h e F a t h e r and Holy S p i r i t , t h e body which he 
assumed i n becoming man o n l y came i n t o b e i n g when the Logos 
too k i t t o h i m s e l f ; f o r i t e x i s t s o n l y i n and t h r o u g h him: 
"They a l l w i l l r e a s o n a b l y condemn themselves who have 
t h o u g h t t h a t the f l e s h d e r i v e d from Mary e x i s t e d b e f o r e h e r , 
and t h a t the Logos, p r i o r t o her, had a human s o u l , and 
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e x i s t e d i n i t always even b e f o r e h i s coming " ( 2 5 ) . 
Des p i t e a l l these q u a l i f i c a t i o n s A t h a n a s i u s never-
t h e l e s s a s s e r t s t h a t the becoming i s r e a l and can ask 
i n c r e d u l o u s l y : "Who ever heard i n the Church, o r even from 
C h r i s t i a n s , t h a t the Lord wore a body p u t a t i v e l y , and not 
i n t r u t h ? " ( 2 6 ) ; o r a g a i n , "How can they wish t o be c a l l e d 
C h r i s t i a n s who say t h a t the Logos had descended upon a h o l y 
man as upon one o f the p r o p h e t s , and has n o t h i m s e l f 
become man, t a k i n g the body from Mary; b u t t h a t C h r i s t i s 
one person, w h i l e the Logos o f God, who b e f o r e Mary and 
b e f o r e the ages was Son o f the Fat h e r , i s a n o t h e r ? " ( 2 7 ) . 
For A t h a n a s i u s , "becoming man" i s v e r y t r u t h ( 2 8 ) ; i t i s 
n o t a mere f a n t a s y , b e i n g b u t t h e o r e t i c a l ( 2 9 ) . On the 
c o n t r a r y , the b i r t h was genuine. Indeed, t h a t "becoming 
man" i s n o t merely i n c i d e n t a l and e x t e r n a l , b u t t r u l y r e a l , 
i s s t r e s s e d by A t h a n a s i u s 1 e x p l i c i t d e n i a l t h a f ' t h e Logos 
came upon a h o l y man, as upon one o f the p r o p h e t s " ( 3 0 ) , 
and h i s a f f i r m a t i o n t h a t he became man, h a v i n g assumed 
a body from Mary ( 3 1 ) . I n s h o r t , t h e Logos d i d n o t merely 
t o u c h the man Jesus from w i t h o u t , as he touched t he Old 
Testament p r o p h e t s by grace; he became t h a t v e r y man Jesus. 
Consequently, t h e r e i s i n t h e C h r i s t b u t one s u b j e c t , the 
Logos; i t was "the v e r y Logos" who, a l t h o u g h i m p a s s i b l e , 
endured the marks o f t h e n a i l s ; i t was "the same" who, 
w h i l e b e i n g " i n t a n g i b l e " , was beaten and scourged ( 3 2 ) . 
Yet, s i n c e the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t undergo any a l t e r a t i o n 
i n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g when t r u l y becoming man, t h a t one 
s u b j e c t o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , t he Logos, endured two economies, 
one r e l a t i n g t o h i s immutable d i v i n i t y , and one t o h i s 
assumed humanity. For, as God, the Logos was i m p a s s i b l e , 
b u t , as man, he s u f f e r e d ; " i n the body whi c h was c i r c u m c i s e d , 
and c a r r i e d , and a t e and drank, and was weary, and was 
n a i l e d on a t r e e , and s u f f e r e d , t h e r e was t h e i m p a s s i b l e 
and i n c o r p o r e a l Logos o f God" ( 3 3 ) . Hence one a r r i v e s a t 
th e p a r a d o x i c a l s i t u a t i o n w h e r e i n the one s u b j e c t , the Logos, 
i s b o t h i m p a s s i b l e and p a s s i b l e : " the same i t was who s u f f e r e d , 
and y e t s u f f e r e d n o t " ( 3 4 ) . 
Before we pass on t o c o n s i d e r the o t h e r u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , we must note how i t i s t h a t the im-
p a s s i b l e Logos i s seen t o be the s u b j e c t o f the s u f f e r i n g s 
o f C h r i s t . The body, as we have a l r e a d y seen, i s p a s s i b l e 
and t h e r e f o r e s u f f e r s n a t u r a l l y . However,in t h a t the 
i m p a s s i b l e Logos has made h i s own the body and i t s 
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c a t e g o r i e s , and i n t h a t he has u n i t e d h i m s e l f t o i t , he 
has r e f e r r e d i t s p a s s i o n s t o h i m s e l f as t h e i r s u b j e c t : 
" f o r what the Logos' human body s u f f e r e d , t h i s the Logos, 
d w e l l i n g i n the body, a s c r i b e d t o h i m s e l f " ( 3 5 ) . Thus, 
f o r example, when the body i s s m i t t e n , the Logos, who 
has assumed t h a t body, views h i m s e l f as h a v i n g been 
s m i t t e n , and thus as s u f f e r i n g . Yet i t must be s t r e s s e d 
t h a t i t i s o n l y i n and t h r o u g h t h i s assumption o f the body 
t h a t those c a t e g o r i e s n a t u r a l t o the body, and e s s e n t i a l l y 
a l i e n t o the d i v i n e Logos, are a p p l i c a b l e t o the i m p a s s i b l e 
Logos. H e r e i n t h e humanity remains t h e n a t u r a l s u b j e c t o f 
i t s p a s s i o n s , w h i l e the Logos becomes i t s s u b j e c t o n l y i n 
th e i n c a r n a t i o n , and not i n and t h r o u g h h i m s e l f . T h i s i s 
c o n f i r m e d i n 6.13-17, p a r t o f whic h we have a l r e a d y c i t e d : 
" i t i s s t r a n g e t h a t he i t was who s u f f e r e d and y e t s u f f e r e d 
n o t . S u f f e r e d , because h i s own body s u f f e r e d , and he was 
i n i t , w h ich thus s u f f e r e d ; d i d n o t s u f f e r , because the 
Logos, b e i n g by n a t u r e God, i s i m p a s s i b l e . And w h i l e he, 
the i n c o r p o r e a l , was i n the p a s s i b l e body, the body had 
i n i t the i m p a s s i b l e Logos...". Here we th e n f i n d 
s u c c i n c t w i t n e s s t o the Logos h a v i n g become t r u l y p a s s i b l e 
man, w h i l e y e t b e i n g t r u l y i m p a s s i b l e God, h a v i n g endured 
no change i n h i s d i v i n e b e i n g t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n . 
The i n c a r n a t i o n was a l s o seen as a t r a n s i t i v e a c t i n 
which the Logos t o o k humanity t o h i m s e l f from w i t h o u t . 
H i s t o r i c a l l y , a t the optimum p o i n t i n time ( 3 6 ) , t h e 
d i v i n e Logos assumed humanity, an assumption which i s 
v a r i o u s l y d e s c r i b e d by the verbs lambanein and i t s cog-
nates ( 3 7 ) , e n d u e s t h a i ( 3 8 ) , p h o r e i n ( 3 9 ) , i d i o p o i e i n ( 4 0 ) , 
d e c h e s t h a i (41) and m e t a p o i e l n ( 4 2 ) . The d i v i n e Logos 
t h e r e f o r e had humanity ( 4 3 ) , and was thus en somati o r en 
a n t h r o p i n o somati (44) and en s a r k i ( 4 5 ) , the humanity 
then b e i n g the Logos'. 
These verbs used t o d e s c r i b e the r e l a t i o n s h i p o f the 
Logos t o h i s assumed humanity, and indeed, t h e g e n e r i c 
term epidemia, and i t s cognates ( 4 6 ) , w i t h i t s i m p l i c a t i o n 
o f t he d i v i n e Logos n o t b e i n g n a t i v e t o the c r e a t u r e l y 
realm, a l l s t r e s s the d i s t i n c t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e Logos from 
the c r e a t u r e l y body, and so e m p h a t i c a l l y deny the a l t e r a t i o n 
o f the d i v i n e b e i n g i n i t s i n c a r n a t i o n . For a l l o f these 
v e r b s , and e s p e c i a l l y t h a t p r e f i x e d by e p i - ( 4 7 ) , p o i n t t o 
the humanity b e i n g t h a t which was taken from w i t h o u t the 
d i v i n e Logos, and which was t h e r e f o r e unable t o a f f e c t the 
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Logos i n h i s d i v i n e essence. Indeed, the d i s t i n c t i o n o f 
"he who assumed" and " t h a t assumed" i n the i n c a r n a t i o n i s 
s t r e s s e d e x p l i c i t l y on s e v e r a l o c c a s i o n s . 4.18-19, w i t h 
i t s s t a t e m e n t t h a t "God came i n a human body", seems t o 
p o i n t t o the d i s t i n c t i o n . For i t i s found i n the c o n t e x t 
o f an argument a g a i n s t the c o n s u b s t a n t i a l i t y o f the d i v i n e 
Logos w i t h the c r e a t u r e l y humanity. I n t h i s c o n t e x t , the 
phr a s e o l o g y o f 4.18-19 s t r e s s e s e s p e c i a l l y the ot h e r n e s s 
o f t he d i v i n e Logos t o the humanity assumed. 5.30-32, 
" i n t h e c i r c u m c i s e d body.... t h e r e was the i m p a s s i b l e and 
i n c o r p o r e a l Logos o f God", i n the c o n t e x t o f an argument 
t h a t the d i v i n e Logos' essence d i d n o t undergo any a l t e r -
a t i o n i n and t h r o u g h i t s i n c a r n a t i o n , a g a i n s t r e s s e s the 
d i s t i n c t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e assumer and the c r e a t u r e l y 
assumed. 8.9-10, perhaps more so th a n 5.30-32, s t r e s s e s 
t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n : " t he Logos h i m s e l f was n o t changed i n t o 
bones and f l e s h , b u t came i n the f l e s h " . Had the l a t t e r 
p a r t o f t h i s sentence been the Johannine C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
f o r m u l a , the i m m u t a b i l i t y o f t h e d i v i n e Logos i n becoming 
man would n o t have been made so c l e a r . The use, however, 
o f "came i n the f l e s h " , s t r e s s e s the o t h e r n e s s o f the 
d i v i n e Logos t o h i s c r e a t u r e l y f l e s h . F u r t h e r , 7.2-4 
s t r e s s e s , t h r o u g h the use o f a t r a n s i t i v e v e r b , the f a c t 
t h a t t he d i v i n e Logos was u n a f f e c t e d i n h i s b e i n g i n t h e 
i n c a r n a t i o n . For "he d i d n o t say 'As you see me t o be 
f l e s h and bones' b u t ' t o have', t h a t i t might n o t be 
t h o u g h t t h a t the Logos h i m s e l f had changed i n t o those 
t h i n g s , b u t t h a t he had them". The t r a n s i t i v e v erb " t o 
h a v e " , i n c o n t r a s t w i t h t h e i n t r a n s i t i v e verb " t o be", 
emphasises the n a t u r a l d i s t i n c t i o n between the e t e r n a l l y 
d i v i n e Logos and the assumed c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . 
Yet, w i t h i n t h e c o n t e x t o f t h i s n a t u r a l d i s t i n c t i o n 
o f "he who assumes" and " t h a t assumed",there i s a l s o an 
emphasis upon the u n i t y o f the immutable Logos and the 
mutable body. The d i v i n e Logos was i n complete f e l l o w s h i p 
w i t h i t t h r o u g h h i s making i t h i s own ( 4 8 ) . The Logos i s 
r e l a t e d t o t h e body i n such a manner t h a t t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p 
i s d e s c r i b e d by the verb s u n e i n a i , a verb used i n DI 17.26 
o f t he Son's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the F a t h e r , and i n DI 8.23 
o f a husband's t o a w i f e . Moreover, t h e r e are statements 
s u g g e s t i n g t h e i n t i m a c y o f the d i v i n e Logos and h i s assumed 
humanity. 6.16-17, "the i n c o r p o r e a l One was i n the p a s s i b l e 
body; and t h e body had i n i t the i m p a s s i b l e Logos" s t r e s s e s 
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such a u n i t y e x p l i c i t l y . Meanwhile the v a r i o u s uses o f 
the verbs " t o have" and " t o be c l o t h e d " i m p l y such a u n i t y . 
For the f o r m e r verb i s used to d e s c r i b e the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
o f b o t h the Logos t o h i s body and the body t o the Logos ( 4 9 ) ; 
the l a t t e r v e rb i s used s i m i l a r l y . For i t d e s c r i b e s the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p b o t h o f the Logos t o h i s assumed humanity, 
and o f man's humanity, t h a t assumed by the d i v i n e Logos 
on b e h a l f o f a l l , t o the Logos ( 5 0 ) . 
I n these d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the i n c a r n a t i o n t h e r e f o r e 
the mystery o f God made man i s a g a i n a s s e r t e d ; i t i s 
d e s c r i b e d t o t h e same end as by the d e s c r i p t i o n s , a c c o r d i n g 
t o which the Logos became something i n h i m s e l f , b u t by 
d i f f e r e n t means. For here again t h e d i v i n e Logos i s seen 
as r e m a i n i n g Logos, and as such i s viewed as t o t a l l y d i s -
t i n c t from the c r e a t u r e l y body . Yet t h a t i n c a r n a t i o n so 
seen i s a l s o t h o u g h t o f as t o t a l l y genuine. Hence the 
n a t u r a l l y d i s t i n c t Logos i s c l o s e l y r e l a t e d t o t h e body. 
Indeed, the whole mystery i s summarised i n the sentence 
"the i n c o r p o r e a l One was i n the body" ( 5 1 ) . 
The humanity assumed by the Logos was b o r n o f Mary, 
o f the seed o f David. Here we come across one o f the 
few r e f e r e n c e s t o C h r i s t ' s messianic q u a l i f i c a t i o n s 
t h r o u g h the D a v i d i c descent. Yet t h e r e i s no i n t e n t i o n 
i n t h i s r e f e r e n c e t o r u l e o u t the v i r g i n b i r t h t h r o u g h the 
use o f the phrase " o f the seed o f David", as the statements 
o f the D a v i d i c descent themselves r e v e a l : " a f t e r the f l e s h 
o f the seed o f David, and o f the f l e s h o f Mary" ( 5 2 ) . 
Moreover 5.6-23 w i t n e s s c l e a r l y t o the c e n t r a l i t y o f the 
v i r g i n b i r t h f o r A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g y . For b i r t h o f the 
V i r g i n , I n A t h a n a s i u s ' mind, p r e c l u d e s d o c e t i s m ( 5 3 ) . 
Noteworthy however i n r e g a r d t o the f a c t o f the v i r g i n 
b i r t h i s the p a s s i v i t y and obedience o f Mary, which p o i n t s 
t o the d i v i n e i n i t i a t i v e i n the c r e a t i v e a c t o f i n c a r n a t i o n , 
and which c o u n t e r s any form o f synergism, o f the co-
o p e r a t i o n o f man w i t h God, i n the d i v i n e becoming. 
As we have a l r e a d y n o t e d , t h e v i r g i n b i r t h i s used 
i n A t h a n a s i u s ' argument to p r e c l u d e a d o c e t i c C h r i s t o l o g y . 
Indeed, the body assumed i n the i n c a r n a t i o n i s not to be 
c o n s i d e r e d d o c e t i c i n any sense o f the word. For t h a t 
body i s s i m i l a r i n a l l r e s p e c t s t o man's, as 5.7-8 r e v e a l s : 
" i t b e f i t t e d him t o be made l i k e h i s b r e t h r e n i n a l l 
r e s p e c t s , and t o take a body l i k e us " ( 5 4 ) . I t i s "the 
same as man's" ( 5 5 ) , and i s t h e r e f o r e a l e t h i n o n ( 5 6 ) , an 
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a d j e c t i v e which conveys the sense o f t r u e o r genuine i n 
a more e s s e n t i a l manner than a l e t h e s . Consequently, i n 
common w i t h every man's humanity w i t h which C h r i s t ' s 
humanity i s s i m i l a r , t h a t body i s c r e a t u r e l y , b e i n g by 
n a t u r e from the e a r t h . I t i s t h e r e f o r e n o t c o n s u b s t a n t i a l 
w i t h the godhead, b e i n g b u t s i m i l a r t o man's f o r whose 
sake i t was c r e a t e d . Nor i s i t c o - e t e r n a l w i t h the 
e t e r n a l Logos o f God. Rather, i t stems from the p o i n t 
o f i t s assumption o f Mary. Being taken o f her, i t was 
p a s s i b l e and m o r t a l . T h i s same a n t i - d o c e t i c p o s i t i o n 
i s s t a t e d i n 2.6-8 and i n Ch.5 passim. For i n t h e former 
passage A t h a n a s i u s c o u n t e r s the view t h a t the Logos was 
i n c a r n a t e p u t a t i v e l y o n l y by a s k i n g : "Who has ever heard... 
t h a t p u t a t i v e l y , and n o t i n r e a l i t y the Lord wore a body". 
For him t h e r e f o r e the i n c a r n a t i o n was genuine, b e i n g r e a l . 
The l a t t e r passage re-emphasises t h i s . For Atha n a s i u s 
notes w i t h r e g a r d t o the v i r g i n b i r t h t h a t G a b r i e l 
announced t o Mary "what i s b o r n o f thee" t h a t "what was 
born might be b e l i e v e d t o be n a t u r a l l y f r o m her, inasmuch 
as Nature c l e a r l y shows t h a t i t i s i m p o s s i b l e f o r a v i r g i n 
t o produce m i l k u n l e s s she has b r o u g h t f o r t h , and im-
p o s s i b l e f o r a body t o be n o u r i s h e d w i t h m i l k . . . . u n l e s s i t 
had p r e v i o u s l y been n a t u r a l l y b r o u g h t f o r t h " ( 5 7 ) . Docetism 
i s hereby e l i m i n a t e d . 
Yet i n r e s p e c t o f t h i s a n t i - d o c e t i c stance we must 
r a i s e two p o i n t s . F i r s t l y t h e body which the Logos assumed, 
he assumed w i t h o u t s i n ( 5 8 ) . S i n , however, i s sometimes 
seen as i n t e g r a l t o weak humanity. Was t h e r e f o r e C h r i s t ' s 
humanity t r u l y human ? The answer t o t h i s q u e s t i o n must 
be p o s i t i v e . For the view t h a t s i n i s i n t e g r a l t o man's 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s does n o t c o i n c i d e w i t h A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g y . 
For him, man i s t r u l y human as he i s c r e a t e d by and i n God. 
Yet God, b e i n g good, cannot c r e a t e t h a t w h i c h i s e v i l . Man 
as c r e a t e d by him i s i n h i s o r i g i n t h e r e f o r e good. For 
Ath a n a s i u s t h e r e f o r e s i n l e s s man i s i n f a c t t r u e man. Thus 
i n assuming s i n l e s s humanity, the Logos was assuming t r u e , 
and n o t d o c e t i c humanity. Secondly, C h r i s t ' s humanity i s 
d e s c r i b e d as k u r i a k o n soma. T h i s , however, does n o t b r i n g 
t o q u e s t i o n the r e a l i t y o f t h a t humanity. For, as we have 
a l r e a d y n o t e d , t h a t v e r y k u r i a k o n soma i s n o t c o n s u b s t a n t i a l 
w i t h the d i v i n i t y o f the Logos, b u t i s o n l y by grace the 
body o f the Lord; k u r i a k o n i s s i m p l y an e p i t h e t used t o 
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q u a l i f y t h a t p a r t i c u l a r body assumed by the Logos, ho 
K u r i o s , and t o i d e n t i f y and s i n g l e out t h a t body from 
a l l o t h e r b o d i e s . T h i s second p o i n t t h e r e f o r e does 
n o t q u e s t i o n the r e a l i t y o f t h a t assumed humanity o f the 
Logos. 
Another t o p i c , c l o s e l y r e l a t e d t o the q u e s t i o n o f 
d o c e t i s m , must now be c o n s i d e r e d , namely, whether or n o t 
C h r i s t ' s humanity was t r u e i n a p s y c h o l o g i c a l sense. 
I n 7.29-30 man i s seen as b i p a r t i t e : "not the body 
a l o n e , b u t the whole man, body and s o u l . . . . " . Yet t h e r e 
i s no e x p l i c i t mention i n t h i s l e t t e r o f C h r i s t h a v i n g 
a human s o u l , as w e l l as a body, i n h i s becoming man. 
Rather, the Logos, and n o t the human s o u l , i s seen as the 
s u b j e c t o f the assumed body i n 6.3-4; th e body i s con-
s i d e r e d as the temple o f God ( 5 9 ) ; and t h e Logos seems 
t o be t h a t which alone stands over a g a i n s t the m o r t a l 
body i n the d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i n 5.32-6.1. 
Such has t h e r e f o r e l e d some t o deny the e x i s t e n c e o f a 
r a t i o n a l s o u l i n the t h e a n d r i c C h r i s t , as p o r t r a y e d i n 
the ad E p i c t . To t h i s d e n i a l t h e r e f o r e we must now t u r n 
our minds. 
That A t h a n a s i u s does n o t e x p l i c i t l y mention C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l i n t h i s t r a c t need n o t concern us too much. 
Had A t h a n a s i u s been s e t t i n g out t o c o u n t e r A p o l l i n a r i a n 
t h o u g h t i n t h i s l e t t e r , and had he not mentioned a r a t i o n a l 
s o u l o f C h r i s t i n the f a ce o f the A p o l l i n a r i a n d e n i a l , i t 
m ight r e a s o n a b l y be supposed t h a t he accepted t h a t d e n i a l ; 
b u t t h i s l e t t e r i s n o t s e t t i n g out t o c o u n t e r A p o l l i n a r i a n i s m , 
b u t t o respond t o t h e views e i t h e r t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity 
was n o t r e a l , b e i n g c o n s u b s t a n t i a l w i t h the d i v i n i t y o f the 
Logos, o r t h a t the d i v i n e Logos had undergone an e s s e n t i a l 
a l t e r a t i o n i n r e s p e c t o f h i s d i v i n e b e i n g t h r o u g h h i s i n -
c a r n a t i o n , and had a l t e r e d t o bones and f l e s h . Given such 
purposes, the q u e s t i o n o f t h e e x i s t e n c e o r o t h e r w i s e o f a 
r a t i o n a l human s o u l o f C h r i s t i s v e r y much secondary, and 
the o m i t t a n c e o f e i t h e r an e x p l i c i t a f f i r m a t i o n o r d e n i a l 
o f i t s e x i s t e n c e i s i n s i g n i f i c a n t . 
6.1-2, " i t i s shown t o a l l t h a t the body was n o t the 
Logos, b u t body o f t h e Logos" g i v e s a c l u e t o t h e t e n o r 
o f Ch.6, and t o t h e l i g h t i n w h i c h such s t a t e m e n t s as"the 
i n c o r p o r e a l One was i n the p a s s i b l e body"(60) are t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d . They are n o t t o be u n d e r s t o o d as a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l , 
b u t as t h e o l o g i c a l s t a t e m e n t s . For the purpose o f the 
250. 
c h a p t e r i s t o argue a g a i n s t the view t h a t t h e d i v i n e 
Logos, i n becoming i n c a r n a t e , changed i n t o bones and 
f l e s h . I t i s i n the l i g h t o f such a t h e o l o g i c a l , and not 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l argument, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t 6 . 2 f f . i s t o be 
comprehended. 
Given t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l argument, i n which A t h a n a s i u s 
wants t o demonstrate the e s s e n t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n o f the 
assumed humanity, and o f him who assumed i t , t he d i v i n e 
Logos, how are we t o un d e r s t a n d t h a t assumed humanity and 
t h a t d i v i n e Logos ? The assumed humanity i s what i s 
weak, open t o touch and s u f f e r i n g , m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e . 
I t i s t h a t m a t e r i a l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s which i s e s s e n t i a l l y 
over a g a i n s t the i m m a t e r i a l C r e a t o r Logos. The d i v i n e 
Logos who assumed t h a t c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i s , on the o t h e r 
hand, he who i s i n c o r p o r e a l , and who i s not open t o to u c h 
and t o p a s s i o n , b o t h o f which are p r o p e r t i e s o f the "body". 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t w i t h i n t h e c o n t e x t o f the t h e o -
l o g i c a l argument t h a t the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t a l t e r i n t o 
bones and f l e s h i n and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , the 
d i s t i n c t i o n between the d i v i n e Logos and the assumed 
humanity i s d u l y pressed. The p a r t i c u l a r C h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
c l a u s e s o f Ch.6 t h e r e f o r e seem n o t t o serve an a u t h r o -
p o l o g i c a l b u t a t h e o l o g i c a l purpose. 
That Ch. 6 does serve t h i s t h e o l o g i c a l purpose i s 
c o n f i r m e d by the f a c t t h a t the Logos does n o t a c t as the 
s u b j e c t o f t h e assumed humanity i n h i s t r u e d i v i n i t y . For 
as t he i m m a t e r i a l , i n t a n g i b l e and i m p a s s i b l e Logos he 
cannot be so. The Logos i s n o t the s u b j e c t i n C h r i s t i n 
and by h i m s e l f . He i s the s u b j e c t i n so f a r as he has 
become i n c a r n a t e . As d i v i n e Logos he i s a n y t h i n g b u t 
s u b j e c t i n C h r i s t , b e i n g e t e r n a l l y i m p a s s i b l e and i n c o r p -
o r e a l , and i s thus e s s e n t i a l l y d i s t i n c t from t he p a s s i b l e 
body. I n so f a r , however, as the Logos has made the body 
h i s own, he i s the s u b j e c t o f h i s own body, b u t o n l y i n 
h i s human economy; he i s s u b j e c t i n t h a t he has assumed t o 
h i m s e l f a body which i s the sphere o f such p a s s i o n s . The 
s u b j e c t o f C h r i s t t h e r e f o r e i s the"Logos i n a human body", 
where "human body" must be u n d e r s t o o d i n t h e o l o g i c a l terms 
as t h a t human c r e a t u r e l i n e s s e s s e n t i a l l y over a g a i n s t the 
d i v i n e Logos. 
I t i s t h e r e f o r e m i s t a k e n t o understand such passages 
as 6 . 3 f f . as p o r t r a y i n g the Logos, and n o t a human s o u l , as 
the s u b j e c t o f the assumed body. For i n t h e f i r s t p l a c e 
t h i s i s n o t an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l b u t a t h e o l o g i c a l passage. 
Secondly, the s u b j e c t i n C h r i s t i s n o t the Logos, b u t the 
"Logos i n t h e body", where "body" i s n o t t o be understood 
i n an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l manner as t h a t over a g a i n s t t h e 
human s o u l b u t i n a t h e o l o g i c a l manner as t h a t p a s s i b l e 
and f r a i l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s over a g a i n s t the i m m a t e r i a l 
C r e a t o r Logos. 
Nor need the f a c t t h a t the assumed humanity i s the 
"temple o f the Logos" concern us i n our i n q u i r y i n t o t h e 
r e a l i t y o f C h r i s t ' s humanity. For i t p r o b a b l y has i t s 
p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e i n John 2.21: "he spoke o f the temple 
o f h i s body" ( 6 1 ) , r a t h e r than i n an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
s t a t e m e n t which suggests t h a t t h e C h r i s t i s b u t the 
d i v i n e Logos i n d w e l l i n g t h e assumed humanity, l i k e a 
temple, and which t h e r e f o r e i m p l i e s the absence o f a 
human s o u l . Indeed, t h e q u a l i f i c a t i o n o f "temple" by 
" f i l l e d f u l l o f the Godhead" (62) r e c a l l s t he Old 
Testamental concept o f the g l o r y o f the Lord f i l l i n g the 
Temple ( 6 3 ) , and thus i n d i r e c t l y suggests t h a t t he body 
o f C h r i s t i s the temple o f the New Covenant, and t h a t t h i s 
c l ause t h e r e f o r e i s n o t a v e i l e d a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l r e f e r e n c e . 
5.32-6.1, the b r i e f d e s c r i p t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i n 
the ad E p i c t . , has been seen as c l e a r evidence o f the 
absence, o f a r a t i o n a l human s o u l i n C h r i s t . Yet the f o r c e 
o f t h e passage i s n o t such as has sometimes been supposed. 
For t he c o n t e x t o f the argument here i s t h e o l o g i c a l and 
n o t a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l ; the r e f e r e n c e t o C h r i s t ' s d e a t h i s 
t o e x p l a i n n o t C h r i s t ' s humanity b u t t o show t h a t t h e 
d i v i n e Logos i n becoming man d i d n o t a l t e r i n h i m s e l f i n t o 
bones and f l e s h . Moreover, the body which the d i v i n e 
Logos l a y s i n h i s tomb i s ag a i n n o t t o be und e r s t o o d 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l l y , b u t t h e o l o g i c a l l y . For t h a t body i s 
n o t s e t over and a g a i n s t the human s o u l , b u t over and 
a g a i n s t the i m p a s s i b l e and i n c o r p o r e a l Logos o f God ( 6 4 ) . 
The body i s t h e r e f o r e t o be u n d e r s t o o d as t h a t c r e a t u r e -
l i n e s s which i s open t o p a s s i o n and death, t he complete 
a n t i t h e s i s o f t h e i m p a s s i b l e , asomatic C r e a t o r Logos. 
C o n f i r m a t i o n t h a t "body" here i s t o be understood as man 
i n h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i s found i n 6.38-1, where t h e r e i s 
r e f e r e n c e t o t h e body as t h a t which Joseph wrapped i n a 
l i n e n c l o t h , and l a i d i n the tomb a t Golgotha. That body 
t h e r e f o r e i s n o t t o be seen as t h a t a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l e n t i t y 
over a g a i n s t the human s o u l , b u t as man i n h i s p h y s i c a l 
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b e i n g and h i s m o r t a l i t y . I t i s i n t h e l i g h t o f these two 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s t h e r e f o r e t h a t we must l o o k a t A t h a n a s i u s 1 
argument t h a t the Logos d i d n o t become the body i n the 
i n c a r n a t i o n . T h i s A t h a n a s i u s demonstrates t h r o u g h 
r e f e r e n c e t o C h r i s t ' s descent i n t o h e l l . I t was the body 
which was l a i d i n the tomb when the Logos went to preach 
t o the s o u l s o f the de p a r t e d i n Hades. Yet had the Logos 
become "body" i n h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , t h e r e would have been no 
need f o r a tomb. For the body i t s e l f would have descended 
t o Hades t o preach ( 6 5 ) . Such, however, was not the case. 
Hence t h e r e cannot have been a "becoming a body" by the 
Logos. 
That the body was b u r i e d as t h e m o r t a l aspect o f 
C h r i s t i s i n d i s p u t a b l e ( 6 6 ) . That i t was the Logos who 
went t o preach t o the s o u l s i n Hades i s a l s o i n d i s p u t a b l e , 
and i n keeping w i t h 1 P e t e r 3.19 ( 6 7 ) . That he who went 
to preach t o t h e s o u l s o f t h e d e p a r t e d i s d i s t i n c t from 
t h a t humanity l a i d i n the tomb (68) i s v e r y much i n k e e p i n g 
w i t h the purpose o f the argument, t h a t t h e Logos d i d n o t 
become "body" i n becoming i n c a r n a t e . Yet t h a t t h e Logos' 
s e p a r a t i o n from t h e body i n death i s a k i n t o t h a t o f the 
s o u l from t he body i n i t s l a s t hour ( 6 9 ) , and t h a t the 
Logos has ta k e n the p l a c e o f the s o u l i n C h r i s t , are n o t 
a t a l l c l e a r . For t h i s s e p a r a t i o n , upon which the whole 
case stands o r f a l l s , i s n o t i t s e l f e s t a b l i s h e d . For the 
"he went f o r t h t o preach" o f 5.33 (70) i s b u t t h e 
e q u i v a l e n t o f the "he went and preached" o f 1 P e t e r 3.19. 
Meanwhile the "was s e p a r a t e d " o f 5.33, w h i c h almost appears 
t o be p a r e n t h e t i c a l i n the r e f e r e n c e t o 1 P e t e r 3.19, and 
which v e r b a l l y seems connected w i t h the s e p a r a t i o n o f the 
s o u l and body i n death ( 7 1 ) , i s i n f a c t i n the n e g a t i v e , 
and n o t p o s i t i v e . For the Logos leaves the body i n i t s 
grave, i n o r d e r t o complete h i s descent i n t o h e l l , and 
yet"was n o t s e p a r a t e d from i t ( s c . b o d y ) " ( 7 2 ) . Hence t h i s 
passage seems t o mark n o t a s i m i l a r i t y between the Logos 
and the s o u l , b u t a d i f f e r e n c e . For i n the case o f the 
death o f C h r i s t , the Logos i s n o t u l t i m a t e l y removed from 
the assumed humanity, w h i l e i n the case o f any o t h e r man 
the s o u l i s removed from i t s body. U n d e r l y i n g t he c l a u s e 
which c o n t a i n s "was s e p a r a t e d " , t h e r e f o r e , i s p r o b a b l y 
n o t the i d e a t h a t the Logos has taken t he place o f t h e s o u l 
i n the l i f e and death o f the assumed "body", b u t t h a t by n o t 
b e i n g s e p a r a t e d from the body even when he was i n Hades, 
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the Logos, the L i f e , e f f e c t e d the c o n t i n u o u s e x i s t e n c e 
o f h i s assumed humanity t h r o u g h i t s r e s u r r e c t i o n f o r a l l . 
Moreover, i n t h i s c o n t e x t i n which 1 P e t e r i s b e i n g 
mentioned, t h a t which d e p a r t s t o preach t o the s o u l s 
o f t h e d e p a r t e d must be the " C h r i s t o s " o f 1 P e t e r 3.18, or 
t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e o f ad E p i c t . 5 - 6 , and not a human 
s o u l . Indeed, t h a t Logos i n c a r n a t e o f ad E p i c t . 5-6 may 
be g i v e n meaning by the v e r y phrase "was not s e p a r a t e d 
from i t " ( 7 3 ) . For t r a d i t i o n a l l y t h a t phrase has been 
tak e n t o have i t s p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e o n l y i n the s e p a r a t i o n , 
and t h e r e f o r e d i s t i n c t i o n , o f the d i v i n e Logos from h i s 
assumed humanity. Yet i t may a l s o have i t s p o i n t o f 
r e f e r e n c e i n the f a c t t h a t the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t d e p a r t 
t o preach i n Hades as d i v i n e Logos, b u t o n l y as Logos"not 
s e p a r a t e d from h i s body" or as i n c a r n a t e . For c e r t a i n l y 
t h i s secondary p o i n t o f r e f e r e n c e would f i t i n t o t h e 
c o n t e x t o f the argument t h a t the i m p a s s i b l e Logos o f God 
d i d n o t undergo any e s s e n t i a l a l t e r a t i o n i n r e g a r d t o h i s 
d i v i n e essence i n and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , an a l t e r -
a t i o n which would be i m p l i e d i f one a l l o w e d C h r i s t ' s 
death t o be i n t e r p r e t e d a l o n g the l i n e s o f a "Logos-sarx" 
C h r i s t o l o g y , i n which the d i v i n e and i m p a s s i b l e Logos 
would r e l i n q u i s h h i s assumed body, and h i m s e l f descend t o 
Hades, so s u f f e r i n g m o r t a l i t y . I f , however, one a l l o w s 
t h i s secondary i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , C h r i s t ' s death i s t o be 
seen as the b u r i a l o f the assumed body, and the p r o c e s s i o n 
o f the Logos i n c a r n a t e , "not s e p a r a t e d from h i s body" t o 
the s o u l s o f the d e p a r t e d , the p r o c e s s i o n b e i n g t h a t o f 
the Logos i n t h a t he alone had t h a t d i v i n i t y necessary 
f o r t h e s a l v a t i o n o f the d e p a r t e d , b u t o f the Logos i n -
c a r n a t e , as the d i v i n e Logos, b e i n g i m p a s s i b l e and 
i m m o r t a l , was n o t a b l e t o endure death i n h i m s e l f ( 7 4 ) , 
even f o r man's sake. 
Thus the s a v i n g work o f the Logos i n Hades i s n o t 
t o be seen as "un oeuvre e x c l u s i v e m e n t d i v i n e " , executed 
by " l a presence du Logos s e u l " , as Roldanus supposes ( 7 5 ) . 
Rather i t i s t o be seen as the s a v i n g work o f the d i v i n e 
Logos, mediated t h r o u g h h i s humanity, t o the i n c a r c e r a t e d 
s o u l s o f the d e p a r t e d . 
A l l i n a l l , t h e r e f o r e , 5.32-6.1 seems t o aim a t 
commenting upon the d i s t i n c t i o n o f the Logos from h i s 
assumed humanity, and n o t upon the p l a c e o f a r a t i o n a l 
and human s o u l i n C h r i s t . 
These f o u r p o i n t s whereby the d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s 
human s o u l has been argued are thus t o be i n t e r p r e t e d 
o t h e r w i s e t h a n a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l l y . Moreover, t h e r e seem 
t o be h i n t s elsewhere, the c u m u l a t i v e e f f e c t o f which i s 
t o suggest t h a t the C h r i s t as p o r t r a y e d i n the ad E p i c t . 
i s empsuchos. 
As we have n o t e d , the d i v i n e Logos became man, or 
f l e s h . Yet he d i d n o t e n t e r i n t o , nor come upon one 
p a r t i c u l a r man. Consequently, to expect A t h a n a s i u s t o 
admit t h a t C h r i s t had a s o u l d i s t i n c t from the Logos, as 
we f i n d i n Antiochene t h e o l o g y , i s u n l i k e l y . For t o do 
so would not o n l y be t o c a l l i n t o q u e s t i o n the r e a l i t y 
o f the becoming o f the Logos, b u t would a l s o be t o a c t 
i n a manner c o n t r a r y t o t h e statements o f 2.27-29 and 
11.2-5. For i f A t h a n a s i u s were t o admit t h a t the C h r i s t 
was composed o f s o u l p l u s body p l u s Logos, he would be 
a d m i t t i n g t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos had come upon a man, and 
n o t become man. I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t any human s o u l 
i n C h r i s t w i l l be p o r t r a y e d not as a s e l f - e x i s t e n t 
p h y s i o l o g i c a l e n t i t y , b u t as i n t i m a t e l y r e l a t e d t o , and 
i n t e g r a l l y bound up w i t h , the Logos t r u l y become man. 
Three p o i n t s seem t o suggest t h a t t h e C h r i s t had 
a r a t i o n a l human s o u l : echoing Hebrews 2.16-17, Ath a n a s i u s 
a s s e r t s t h a t the d i v i n e Logos was made l i k e man i n a l l 
r e s p e c t s , the a l l i n c l u s i v e phrase " i n a l l r e s p e c t s " 
n o t r e a s o n a b l y b e i n g c u t s h o r t o f i m p l y i n g l i k e n e s s t o 
men i n h a v i n g common r a t i o n a l s o u l s . I t s h o u l d be noted 
here, however, t h a t such c l a u s e s as t a hemon autos 
dechomenos (76) are n o t t o be i n t e r p r e t e d i n t h i s an-
t h r o p o l o g i c a l manner. For t a hemon which are assumed are 
n o t h i n g b u t men's pa s s i o n s , c o r r u p t i o n and m o r t a l i t y which 
the C h r i s t d e s t r o y s t h a t he might c l o t h e men i n t a heautou, 
namely h i s i m p a s s i b i l i t y , i n c o r r u p t i o n and i m m o r t a l i t y . 
A gain, A t h a n a s i u s uses i n the ad E p i c t . those clauses t h a t 
echo the Nicene f o r m u l a s a r k o t h e n t a k a i enanthropesanta, 
whereby the d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s r a t i o n a l s o u l was excluded. 
Athanasius a s s e r t s t h a t "he assumed l i v i n g f l e s h , and 
became man" (77) and "assuming f l e s h , he proceeded f o r t h 
as man" (78). L a s t l y , t h a t humanity assumed by the Logos was 
a 'human body' ( 7 9 ) , the 'body' b e i n g not t h a t o f the 
" i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s " , b u t o f r a t i o n a l man, t h e h a l l - m a r k 
o f which was the r a t i o n a l s o u l . 
These t h r e e p o i n t s may be c o n f i r m e d elsewhere. For 
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i n Ch.8, ag a i n a r g u i n g a g a i n s t the view t h a t the assumed 
humanity was c o n s u b s t a n t i a l w i t h the Godhead, Atha n a s i u s 
s t a t e s t h a t : "they a l l w i l l r e a s o n a b l y condemn themselves 
who have t h o u g h t t h a t the f l e s h d e r i v e d from Mary e x i s t e d 
b e f o r e h er, and t h a t the Logos, p r i o r t o her, had a human 
s o u l . . . . V ( 8 0 ) . While b e i n g c a u t i o u s l e s t we f o r c e the 
passage too f a r , v/e may note t h a t A t h a n a s i u s denies the 
p r e - e x i s t e n c e o f e i t h e r a human f l e s h o r s o u l . Yet 
Athan a s i u s admits t h a t C h r i s t had a human f l e s h from 
Mary. Perhaps we may t h e r e f o r e see i n the l a t t e r h a l f 
o f the above s t a t e m e n t a h i n t t o t h e e f f e c t t h a t C h r i s t 
had a human s o u l , b u t n o t one which was p r e - e x i s t e n t . 
The second passage which may p r o v i d e c o n f i r m a t i o n 
f o r the above c o n c l u s i o n a g a i n l i e s i n Ch.8. Working from 
J o e l 2.28, Atha n a s i u s a s s e r t s t h a t t o say 'the Logos 
became f l e s h ' i s e q u i v a l e n t t o s a y i n g , 'the Logos became 
man' ( 8 1 ) . Yet the " f l e s h " o f the LXX t e x t o f J o e l upon 
the b a s i s o f which t he above e q u a t i o n i s made i s understood 
n o t as t a a l o g a zoa, b u t a n t h r o p o i . I n o t h e r words, t h e r e 
seems t o be a c o n n e c t i o n between the " f l e s h " t h a t the Logos 
becomes, and r a t i o n a l humanity. Indeed, t h i s i s c o n f i r m e d 
i n 8.19-20, where i t i s s t a t e d t h a t the promise recorded 
i n J o e l 2.28 was n o t made " t o the i r r a t i o n a l animals b u t 
t o men", f o r whose sake the Logos became man a l s o ; t h e r e 
i s t h e r e f o r e t h i s c o n n e c t i o n between the man whom the 
Logos became, and those f o r whom he came, r a t i o n a l man, 
the h a l l - m a r k o f whose r a t i o n a l i t y i s the " r a t i o n a l s o u l " . 
Ch.7 a s s e r t s t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos t r u l y became man, 
as the s a l v a t i o n o f the whole man r e v e a l s ( 8 2 ) . I m p l i e d 
i n t h i s argument t h e r e f o r e i s the b e l i e f t h a t t h e r e i s 
some c o n n e c t i o n o r i n t e r - r e l a t i o n between C h r i s t ' s and 
man's humanity. Yet man's humanity i s seen as n o t "body 
o n l y , b u t the whole man, body and s o u l " ( 8 3 ) . Given 
t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e r e seems t o be a c o r r e l a t i o n between 
man's humanity, w h i c h i s redeemed, and C h r i s t ' s humanity, 
t h r o u g h which the Logos redeems man, and t h a t t h e term "man", 
t h a t which the Logos becomes ( 8 4 ) , i s i n t e r p r e t e d i n a 
r e l a t e d passage as s o u l and body ( 8 5 ) , we may n o t be so 
f a r from the t r u t h i f we conclude t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity 
i s empsuchos. 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h a t humanity assumed by the 
d i v i n e Logos was t r u l y c r e a t u r e l y , and t r u l y human. Hence 
i t was t h a t t h e d i v i n e , i n c o r p o r e a l Logos assumed t o h i m s e l f 
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a c r e a t u r e l y body, w i t h o u t becoming i t , when he became 
c r i t i c a l , r a t i o n a l and l o g i c a l man. H i s i n c a r n a t i o n 
t h e r e f o r e was n a t u r a l i n the sense t h a t he assumed t r u e 
human n a t u r e , b u t not i n t h a t o f h i s h a v i n g a l t e r e d i n 
h i s v e r y d i v i n e b e i n g ; i t was p e r s o n a l i n t h a t t he 
d i v i n e person t r u l y became a human person. 
D e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t the humanity assumed by the 
Logos was m a r v e l l o u s l y whole, and d e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t 
the d i v i n e Logos i n c u r r e d no a l t e r a t i o n i n h i s b e i n g as 
God, the i n c a r n a t i o n was seen by Ath a n a s i u s as an 
h u m i l i a t i o n . This was p a r t l y because the d i v i n e C r e a t o r 
Logos was u n i t e d w i t h a mere c r e a t u r e l y body, p a r t l y 
because i t was i n the p a s s i b l e body t h a t t h e i m p a s s i b l e 
Logos s u f f e r e d , and p a r t l y because the d i v i n e Logos 
t h e r e b y s u f f e r e d g r e a t i n s u l t . For "God, even t h e Lord 
o f g l o r y , was i n a body whi c h was i n g l o r i o u s l y n a i l e d 
and d i s h o n o u r e d " and the " C r e a t o r was i n an o u t r a g e d 
body" ( 8 6 ) , two s t a t e m e n t s i n which a t t e n t i o n i s drawn 
t o the d i s g r a c e f u l and u n j u s t t r e a t m e n t o f C h r i s t by the 
Jews, and by the Roman f o r c e s o f f i r s t c e n t u r y P a l e s t i n e . 
That the Logos underwent h u m i l i a t i o n i n and t h r o u g h h i s 
i n c a r n a t i o n i s c e r t a i n . Yet Athanasius has n o t r e a l l y 
e x p l a i n e d t h a t h u m i l i a t i o n i n r e l a t i o n t o the immutable 
and e t e r n a l Logos who became man. 
S o t e r i o l o g y dominates A t h a n a s i u s ' i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
t h e o l o g y . For the Logos became man f o r man's sake. 
Consequently i t was n o t the Logos who was b e t t e r e d t h r o u g h 
the i n c a r n a t i o n ; i t was n o t the T r i u n e God who was bene-
f i t t e d t h r o u g h the Logos' becoming man. For t h e T r i u n e 
God, b e i n g always p e r f e c t , was not open t o e i t h e r 
a d d i t i o n o r d i m i n u t i o n ( 8 7 ) . Rather, i t was humanity 
which b e n e f i t t e d t h r o u g h the i n c a r n a t i o n o f the p e r f e c t 
Logos, who was i n c a p a b l e o f b e t t e r m e n t , a g r e a t a d d i t i o n 
a c c r u i n g t o the human body i t s e l f from i t s f e l l o w s h i p and 
u n i o n w i t h the Logos ( 8 8 ) . 
The s a l v a t i o n which e f f e c t e d t h a t b e t t e r m e n t was no 
mere f a n t a s y , b u t genuine, and extended t o the whole man. 
For the Logos h i m s e l f , i n becoming man, worked man's s a l -
v a t i o n . Through o f f e r i n g t h a t human i n c a p a c i t y which 
he r e c e i v e d i n becoming man, i n h i s s a c r i f i c i a l d eath t o 
the F a t h e r , the Logos e f f e c t e d man's ransom. He put an 
end t o our b o d i l y passions by d e s t r o y i n g them t h r o u g h h i s 
d i v i n e i m p a s s i b i l i t y . He c l o t h e d our m o r t a l and c o r r u p t i b l e 
frames i n i m m o r t a l i t y and i n i n c o r r u p t i o n ; he made our 
sensual bodies s p i r i t u a l , and l e d our e a r t h l y b o d i e s unto 
the gates o f heaven. T h e r e i n t he Logos' body was r a i s e d 
from the dead, t o be the f o r e r u n n e r i n the g e n e r a l 
r e s u r r e c t i o n . I n s h o r t , t h e r e f o r e , the d i v i n e Logos, the 
L i f e - G i v e r , e n l i v e n e d t he m o r t a l humanity o f men by 
c l o t h i n g i t i n h i s d i v i n e c a p a c i t y ( 8 9 ) , and by making i t 
t o p a r t i c i p a t e by grace i n h i s d i v i n i t y . 
As we have no t e d , the Logos assumed humanity f o r the 
sake o f a l l . Hence i t was t h a t the Logos worked man's 
s a l v a t i o n i n t h a t assumed from men t o h i m s e l f . Man's 
m o r t a l humanity was made im m o r t a l i n C h r i s t ' s humanity 
t h r o u g h the d i v i n e Logos' dynamic presence i n i t . Hence 
C h r i s t ' s humanity i s t o be seen b o t h i n t e n s i v e l y and 
e x t e n s i v e l y ; i t i s t h a t humanity p r o p e r t o the Logos 
t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , and y e t i t i s t h a t i n which a l l 
men share i n the Logos become man; i t i s C h r i s t ' s own 
humanity, and y e t t h a t c r e a t u r e l y humanity common t o a l l 
men. 
I n h i s statement t h a t the Logos assumed humanity 
f o r a l l , A thanasius i m p l i e s t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity i s an 
e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f the s o t e r i o l o g i c a l p r ocess. T h i s i s 
borne o u t i n Ch.7. For i n answer t o the q u e s t i o n o f 
whether man's redemption t o i n c o r r u p t i b l e i m m o r t a l i t y 
was b u t p u t a t i v e , A t h a n a s i u s n o t e s : " t h e S a v i o u r h a v i n g i n 
v e r y t r u t h become man, t h e s a l v a t i o n o f the whole man was 
b r o u g h t about" ( 9 0 ) . Indeed, had the Logos been i n c a r n a t e 
p u t a t i v e l y , o r i n an i m a g i n a r y way, the s a l v a t i o n and 
r e s u r r e c t i o n o f man would have been b u t i m a g i n a r y . I t 
seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity i s t h a t i n and 
th r o u g h which man's s a l v a t i o n i s e f f e c t e d and guaranteed. 
The f a c t , however, t h a t man's genuine s a l v a t i o n , t h a t o f 
the whole man, s o u l and body ( 9 1 ) , was t h a t e f f e c t e d i n 
the Logos h i m s e l f (92) need n o t cause us t o a l t e r our 
o p i n i o n . For, t h a t t h a t s a l v a t i o n was e f f e c t e d " i n the 
Logos h i m s e l f " does n o t mean t h a t C h r i s t ' s p h y s i c a l i t y 
d i d n o t p l a y a s o t e r i o l o g i c a l r o l e . Indeed, t he p r e c e d i n g 
sentences, 7.24-28, m a i n t a i n t h a t i t d i d . Rather, t he 
phrase " i n the Logos h i m s e l f " i s b u t t o be understood t o 
mean t h a t t h e s a l v a t i o n e f f e c t e d i n and t h r o u g h C h r i s t ' s 
humanity has i t s o r i g i n and source i n , and o n l y i n , the 
t r u l y d i v i n e Logos o f the Fa t h e r . Moreover, the f a c t t h a t 
the s a l v a t i o n o f "the whole man", i n t e r p r e t e d as " s o u l and 
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body", was guaranteed by the Logos becoming i n t r u t h man, 
and t h a t the s a l v a t i o n o f "the whole man, s o u l and body" 
p o i n t s t o the r e a l i t y (93) o f the "human body o f the L o r d " 
( 9 4 ) , a phrase which i n i t s e l f suggests C h r i s t ' s human 
r a t i o n a l s o u l , b o t h suggest t h a t n o t o n l y C h r i s t ' s body, 
b u t a l s o h i s r a t i o n a l s o u l , p l a y an a c t i v e p a r t i n the 
redemption o f man. 
Given t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity p l a y s an i m p o r t a n t p a r t 
i n t h e s a l v a t i o n o f men, i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o note t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s r e c o g n i s e s a c o n t i n u i t y between the p r e - and 
p o s t - r e s u r r e c t i o n C h r i s t ( 9 5 ) . For A t h a n a s i u s , b e l i e f i n 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n o f Jesus n e c e s s a r i l y i n v o l v e s b e l i e v i n g 
t h a t , as the r i s e n and e x a l t e d Lord, he s t i l l possesses 
the same human n a t u r e , a l b e i t g l o r i f i e d , as he assumed i n 
the i n c a r n a t i o n . Indeed, i t i s t h i s v e r y c o n t i n u i t y which 
u n d e r l i e s man's s a l v a t i o n . For i n t h a t i t i s C h r i s t ' s 
m o r t a l f l e s h , assumed f o r a l l , t h a t d i e s , and t h a t i t i s 
the same m o r t a l i t y c l o t h e d i n i n c o r r u p t i b l e i m m o r t a l i t y 
t h a t r i s e s from the dead, i t i s man who d i e s i n C h r i s t , 
and y e t r i s e s again i n C h r i s t . 
Since i t seems t o be the case t h a t the oneness o f 
C h r i s t ' s humanity w i t h men's i s necessary f o r a r e a l and 
f u l l s a l v a t i o n , i t must be asked whether the f a c t t h a t 
the C h r i s t was s i n l e s s (96) t h r e a t e n s the r e a l i t y and f u l l -
ness o f t h a t s a l v a t i o n . Can C h r i s t be r e a l l y one w i t h men, 
i f he i s s i n l e s s , and th e y s i n f u l ? For A t h a n s i u s , t he 
answer t o t h i s q u e s t i o n i s a f f i r m a t i v e . I n the f i r s t p l a c e , 
f o r A t h a n a s i u s , s i n i s not a s t a t e , b u t an a c t i o n , and so 
does n o t a f f e c t the r e a l i t y o r o t h e r w i s e o f the i n c a r n a t i o n . 
Moreover, s i n , a l t h o u g h v e r y much p a r t o f the human ex-
p e r i e n c e , i s n o t n a t u r a l t o humanity. M o r t a l i t y and c o r -
r u p t i o n on the o t h e r hand a r e . Thus, when the d i v i n e Logos 
became man, he t r u l y took t o h i m s e l f t h a t w h i c h was n a t u r a l 
t o man, c o r r u p t i b l e m o r t a l i t y , b u t not t h a t which was 
e s s e n t i a l l y a l i e n t o humanity, s i n . Hence the d i v i n e Logos 
i n c a r n a t e d i d t r u l y become one w i t h a l l men, f o r t h e i r 
s a l v a t i o n , so t h a t t he Logos might exchange t h e i r n a t u r a l 
m o r t a l i t y f o r h i s n a t u r a l i m m o r t a l i t y , and t h a t he, as God, 
mi g h t , as o n l y God might do, f o r g i v e t h e i r s i n s . 
I n the ad E p i c t . t h e r e f o r e we ag a i n f i n d t h a t the 
d i v i n e Logos became man, w h i l e y e t r e m a i n i n g God, i n o r d e r 
t h a t the d i v i n e Logos might bestow i n grace h i s own d i v i n i t y 
upon t h a t humanity f o r a l l men. As such t h e r e f o r e , he i s 
uniq u e , b e i n g t o t a l l y d i s t i n c t from the for m e r p r o p h e t s and 
messengers o f God. 
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CHAPTER 7 
EPISTOLA AD SERAPIONEM 1-4 
A t h a n a s i u s ' l e t t e r s ad Serapionem 1-4 need not d e l a y 
us l o n g , f o r they are l a r g e l y concerned w i t h the d i v i n i t y 
o f the Holy S p i r i t . Yet we must pay them some a t t e n t i o n 
s i n c e even i n t r e a t i n g t h a t s u b j e c t Athanasius covers some 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l m a t t e r s , and e s p e c i a l l y i n the Ad Serapionem 2 
C e n t r a l t o the C h r i s t o l o g y even here i s the d i v i n i t y 
o f t he Logos, the Son, Wisdom and Power o f the F a t h e r , the 
e t e r n i t y and i m m u t a b i l i t y o f which i s s t r e s s e d by the em-
p h a t i c use o f the c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t tense o f the verb 
e i n a i ( 1 ) . 
He i t was who, w i t h o u t u n d e r g o i n g any a l t e r a t i o n i n 
h i s v e r y Godhead, became i n c a r n a t e a t the c o m p l e t i o n o f 
the ages ( 2 ) , a phrase taken from Hebrews 9.26 t o s i g n i f y 
the c l i m a c t i c e n t r y o f God i n t o the realm o f time and space 
to e f f e c t the l o n g awaited redemption o f man. This i n -
c a r n a t i o n , d e s c r i b e d i n Ad S e r . l as the ' s o j o u r n i n g ' or 
' f l e s h l y p r e sence'(3) o f the Logos o f God, whereby he came 
to a t t e n d and s t a n d by man's s i d e , e p i t h e t s p a r a l l e l e d 
elsewhere i n the A t h a n a s i a n corpus, i s seen at once from 
an i n t r a n s i t i v e and a t r a n s i t i v e p e r s p e c t i v e . For i t i s 
t h a t i n which the d i v i n e Logos b o t h became t h a t which i s 
o t h e r than h i m s e l f , a n d assumes t h a t which i s a l i e n t o 
h i m s e l f ; he becomes 'man' (4) o r ' f l e s h ' ( 5 ) , the l a t t e r 
phrase echoing the famous Johannine C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a . 
The Logos, however, a l s o had a 'human body' ( 6 ) , a c r e a t u r e -
l i n e s s which the C r e a t o r Logos i n h i s Holy S p i r i t had 
moulded and conformed t o h i m s e l f o f Mary, and which the 
d i v i n e Logos, h a v i n g assumed, wore. 
Through these d e s c r i p t i o n s o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , des-
c r i p t i o n s common from o t h e r A t h a n a s i a n works, the 
A l e x a n d r i a n b i s h o p r e l a t e s the e n t r y o f the Father's 
Logos i n t o man's realm. I t i s , f i r s t l y , the e n t r y o f the 
i n f i n i t e Logos o f God i n t o the sphere o f time p a s t , p r e s e n t 
and f u t u r e . Indeed, the boundless e t e r n i t y e x p e r i e n c e d 
by the Logos i n h i s immutable d i v i n i t y , and the tempor-
a l i t y o f the f i n i t u d e o f h i s i n c a r n a t i o n , are s t r e s s e d i n 
the c o n t r a s t o f the c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t and past tenses. 
For w h i l e the Logos i s (7) God, he has become (8) man. 
S i m i l a r l y , w h i l e man knows t h a t the Logos i s God ( 9 ) , 
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and knows t h a t t h e same 'became man' ( 1 0 ) . Secondly, 
the i n c a r n a t i o n i n v o l v e s the e n t r y o f the i n c o r p o r e a l 
C r e a t o r Logos i n t o c o r p o r e a l , c r e a t u r e l y b e i n g . For 
th e r e b y the d i v i n e Logos has assumed a b o d y , t h a t b e i n g , 
as we have seen,Athanasius' common d e s c r i p t i o n o f man i n 
h i s l i m i t e d and f r a i l humanity, whose c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i s 
s t r e s s e d by i t s h a v i n g been "moulded" and "conformed", 
v e r b s common to c r e a t i o n n a r r a t i v e s . A gain, the i n c a r n a t i o n 
i n v o l v e d the assumption o f a f u l l humanity; f o r the body 
assumed was 'a human body' ( 1 1 ) , the human q u a l i t y o f 
which i s seen i n t h e o l o g i c a l terms: the body i s human i n 
t h a t i t i s r a t i o n a l , o r t h a t i t i s d i r e c t e d by a r a t i o n a l 
s o u l . Indeed, i n Ad.Ser. 2.9.26f At h a n a s i u s seems t o 
want t o s t r e s s t h a t t h e humanity assumed was 'human' o r 
r a t i o n a l . For i n e x p l a i n i n g the verb e k t i s e o f Prov. 
8.22, Athanasius does n o t r e f e r i t merely t o C h r i s t ' s 
'body'which n a t u r a l l y connects w i t h the verb ' t o found', 
'body' b e i n g f o r A t h a n a s i u s a h a l l - m a r k o f man's 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , b u t r e l a t e s the verb t o " h i s human ( b o d y ) . . . 
as he became man, and was c r e a t e d " ( 1 2 ) , t o a n t h r o p i n o n 
and i t s cognates r e f e r r i n g t o r a t i o n a l man, over a g a i n s t 
i r r a t i o n a l a n imals. F u r t h e r , a t the end o f Ch.7, i n 
e x p l a i n i n g John 1.14, At h a n a s i u s makes r e f e r e n c e t o b o t h 
John 8.40, and 1 Tim. 2.5, i n b o t h o f which the noun 'man' 
appears, i n o r d e r t o a s s e r t t h a t t o say " ' t h e Logos became 
f l e s h ' i s t o say 'he became man'" ( 1 3 ) . C e r t a i n l y A thanasius 
does argue t h a t t o say t h a t "the Logos became f l e s h " i s t o 
say t h a t "the Logos became man" i n o r d e r t h a t he might use 
John 1.14 t o s u p p o r t h i s a s s e r t i o n t h a t the e t e r n a l Logos 
became man. Yet t h a t he i s so concerned t o i n t e r p r e t 
John 1.14 i n terms o f 'he became man1 seems t o suggest 
t h a t i t was o f g r e a t importance t o At h a n a s i u s t h a t the 
Logos d i d n o t become mere f l e s h , b u t t r u l y man. 
I t seems c l e a r t h e r e f o r e t h a t the d i v i n e Logos t r u l y 
became man, a man who d i d n o t e x i s t a p a r t from t he Logos' 
i n c a r n a t i o n . Indeed, t h r o u g h the a c t o f s e l f - h u m i l i a t i o n 
the i m personal humanity became p e r s o n a l i n t h e person o f 
the Logos. Yet, w h i l e the d i v i n e Logos t r u l y became man, 
the d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t cease to be v e r y God, as the use 
of the c o n t i n u o u s p r e s e n t tense o f the verb " t o be", w i t h 
i t s c o n n o t a t i o n s o f e t e r n i t y and i m m u t a b i l i t y , and as the 
use o f the t r a n s i t i v e v e r b s , such as 'to have', ' t o assume' 
and ' t o bear', w i t h t h e i m p l i e d s e p a r a t i o n o f t h e i r C r e a t o r 
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s u b j e c t s and c r e a t u r e l y o b j e c t s , suggest. I n s h o r t , 
b e i n g t r u l y God, the Logos became man, w i t h o u t c e a s i n g 
t o be t r u e God. 
Having become man, human q u a l i t i e s were r e f e r r e d t o 
the Logos. Hence i t was t h a t i t was s a i d t h a t the 
i n c a r n a t e Logos was b a p t i s e d , and t h a t 'humanly' he hungered, 
t h i r s t e d , was s m i t t e n , wept, s l e p t and f i n a l l y endured death 
upon the c r o s s . Moreover, i t was i n r e l a t i o n t o t h i s human 
economy t h a t b o t h Prov. 8.22 and Mark 13.32 are t o be r e l a t e d , 
and n o t t o h i s d i v i n e economy. For i n r e s p e c t o f Prov. 
8.22, i t must be remembered t h a t 'he founded' r e f e r s t o the 
Logos' humanity, which was one w i t h a l l men's, and which 
t h e r e f o r e was n a t u r a l l y c r e a t e d and made, and n o t t o h i s 
d i v i n i t y , t o which the a c t o f c r e a t i n g i s a p p r o p r i a t e . 
Prov. 8.22 does not t h e r e f o r e deny the Godhead o f the 
Logos, as the A r i a n s supposed, but a s s e r t s t h a t he who i s 
God t r u l y became man i n h i s f u l l c r e a t u r e l i n e s s . I n 
r e s p e c t t o Mark 13.32, meanwhile, the verse a d m i t t i n g the 
Son's ignorance r e g a r d i n g the time o f the Last Day, 
Athanasius a s s e r t s over a g a i n s t the A r i a n s t h a t t h i s was 
no t s a i d by the d i v i n e Logos as though he were by n a t u r e 
a c r e a t u r e . Indeed, t h a t t h i s a dmittance o f ignorance 
was n o t made by the d i v i n e Logos was made c l e a r by the 
q u o t i n g o f Mt. 11.27 and John 16.30, whence the A l e x a n d r i a n 
f e e l s t h a t i t i s c l e a r t h a t t h e r e was n o t a n y t h i n g o f 
which the d i v i n e Logos was i g n o r a n t , i n t h a t he i s the 
Logos t h r o u g h whom a l l t h i n g s came t o be; and as " a l l 
t h i n g s " i n c l u d e the Last Day, i t w i l l come t o be t h r o u g h 
him. Rather, Mark 13.32 was s a i d t o have been spoken by 
the Logos "as man". For i t belonged t o man t o be i g n o r a n t ( 1 4 ) 
t h e r e f o r e inasmuch as the Logos was made man, the Logos 
i n c a r n a t e d i s p l a y e d t h a t ignorance which belonged t o m e n ( l 5 ) . 
For he had t r u l y become man. I t i s n o t e w o r t h y t h a t 
A t h a n a s i u s here a s s e r t s a c o r o l l a r y o f the above, t h a t 
the Logos d i s p l a y e d human ignorance i n o r d e r t o show t h a t 
he r e a l l y had a human body. I n ch. 9 t h e r e f o r e Mark 13.32 
i s here c l e a r l y and i m m e d i a t e l y connected w i t h the f a c t 
o f the i n c a r n a t i o n , as i t i s not i n 3 C.Ar.48, a c o n n e c t i o n 
which c o u n t e r s R i c h a r d ' s s u g g e s t i o n t h a t C h r i s t ' s ignorance 
was but f e i g n e d . For n o t o n l y was t h a t v e r y ignorance t h a t 
which proved t h a t C h r i s t ' s humanity was n o t a t a l l d o c e t i c 
( 1 6 ) , b u t a l s o the ignorance o f C h r i s t was t h a t assumed i n 
o r d e r t h a n men might be saved from i t ( 1 7 ) . 
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J u s t b e f o r e we pass on t o t h e m a t t e r o f s a l v a t i o n 
as d e s c r i b e d i n the l e t t e r s t o Ser a p i o n , i t i s w o r t h 
n o t i n g what i t i s t o which A t h a n a s i u s a t t r i b u t e s C h r i s t ' s 
i g n o r a n c e , an ignorance whose r e a l i t y we have a l r e a d y 
n o t e d . C h r i s t ' s ignorance i s t h a t which i s a d m i t t e d 
'humanly' and 'as man' ( 1 8 ) . For when the d i v i n e Logos 
became man, t o whose n a t u r e ignorance p r o p e r l y belonged, 
he t r u l y r e v e a l e d human i g n o r a n c e . I t seems t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t when Atha n a s i u s e x p l a i n s C h r i s t ' s ignorance here, 
he a t t r i b u t e s i t t o the Logos as man, the term f o r 
Athan a s i u s o f r a t i o n a l man, made i n the image o f God. 
Even when Atha n a s i u s r e f e r s ignorance t o C h r i s t ' s body, 
he does so by r e f e r r i n g i t t o a human body, over a g a i n s t 
an i r r a t i o n a l body o f an a n i m a l . I n 2 Ad Ser. t h e r e f o r e 
i t seems t h a t C h r i s t ' s i g n o r a n c e , whose r e a l i t y i s ac-
knowledged, i s a t t r i b u t e d t o a f u l l y human and r a t i o n a l 
body; t h e r e seems t o be no p s y c h o l o g i c a l docetism h e r e . 
I n 3 C.Ar., however, as we have a l r e a d y n o t e d , 
C h r i s t ' s ignorance has been r e f e r r e d t o h i s f l e s h . Does 
2 Ad Ser. t h e r e f o r e mark a development i n A t h a n a s i u s ' 
t h o u g h t ? I t i s a development i n so f a r as the passage 
i n 2 Ad. S e r . i s more e x p l i c i t t han t h a t i n 3 C.Ar. But 
i t i s n o t a development i n thought. For i n the f o r m e r 
passage the humanity t o which C h r i s t ' s ignorance belongs 
i s u n d e r s t o o d as t h a t over a g a i n s t the d i v i n e Son, who 
knows a l l ; the c o n t r a s t here i s between humanity , o r 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , and the Son, o r the C r e a t o r . I n the 
l a t t e r passage, the f l e s h t o which C h r i s t ' s ignorance 
i s r e f e r r e d , and which, as we have t r i e d t o show, i s 
to be seen as f u l l humanity, i s u n d e r s t o o d as t h a t over 
a g a i n s t t he C r e a t o r Logos, who i s o m n i s c i e n t . Thus i n 
b o t h passages the ignorance o f C h r i s t i s r e f e r r e d n o t t o 
the C r e a t o r Logos o f God, b u t to h i s assumed c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , 
a c r e a t u r e l i n e s s which i s , however, f u l l y human. I n the 
two passages t h e r e f o r e Mark 13.32 i s e x p l a i n e d i n the same 
way, b u t t h r o u g h d i f f e r e n t t e r m i n o l o g y ; the thought i s 
the same b u t the v o c a b u l a r y d i f f e r e n t . 
Even though touched upon o n l y b r i e f l y i n 1-4 Ad Ser, 
s a l v a t i o n i s the main cause and consequence o f the i n -
c a r n a t i o n ; the d i v i n e Logos became man on account o f man's 
s a l v a t i o n . His was n o t the b e n e f i t . For, as we have 
a l r e a d y h i n t e d , the d i v i n e Logos n e i t h e r came i n t o e x i s t e n c e , 
nor e x p e r i e n c e d a change i n b e i n g i n and t h r o u g h t he 
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I n c a r n a t i o n ; when the d i v i n e Logos became man, he n e i t h e r 
ceased t o be the e t e r n a l Son o f the F a t h e r , nor d i d he 
o n l y then come i n t o b e i n g . As regards the Logos h i m s e l f , 
he became man o n l y f o r the sake and b e n e f i t o f s i n f u l man. 
G e n e r a l l y s p e a k i n g , the i n c a r n a t i o n e f f e c t e d the 
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n o f a l l t h i n g s ( 2 0 ) . For, by assuming a 
human body, the d i v i n e Logos e f f e c t e d the j o i n i n g and 
p r e s e n t i n g o f a l l c r e a t i o n t o the Fat h e r , s i n c e by t a k i n g 
t o h i m s e l f a body, the d i v i n e Logos e f f e c t e d a p e r f e c t 
u n i o n between c r e a t i o n , o f which the body was an e s s e n t i a l 
p a r t , and God, w i t h whom the Son was one. More p a r t i c u l a r l y , 
the d i v i n e Logos e f f e c t e d i n and t h r o u g h h i s i n c a r n a t i o n 
the r e c o n c i l i a t i o n o f p a r t o f t h a t c r e a t i o n w i t h God; i n 
becoming man, the C h r i s t endured our death and d e s t r o y e d 
i t . Thereby he redeemed humanity, and p r e s e n t e d i t p e r f e c t 
and h o l y t o the Father. So man was r e s t o r e d t o h i s 
o r i g i n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p o f pure and u n i m p a i r e d communion 
w i t h the Fat h e r . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t by r e t a i n i n g h i s d i v i n i t y , the 
Logos remained ever one w i t h God the Fat h e r ; y e t by 
assuming humanity, the Logos e s t a b l i s h e d a oneness 
t h r o u g h i t w i t h a l l c r e a t i o n . Thus i n the case o f the one 
C h r i s t , the f u l l and p e r f e c t r e c o n c i l i a t i o n o f C r e a t o r 
and c r e a t i o n was e f f e c t e d and guaranteed. Indeed, i n 
the e x a l t e d C h r i s t , t he whole o f c r e a t i o n was o f f e r e d t o 
the F a t h e r , t h e r e b y a c h i e v i n g the redemption o f a l l . 
Once a g a i n , i n A t h a n a s i u s ' l e t t e r t o Ser a p i o n , i t 
seems t h a t t h e r e i s the one person, the Logos, i n the 
C h r i s t , and two n a t u r e s , t h e d i v i n e and the human, b o t h 
b e i n g p e r s o n a l i n the Logos h i m s e l f ; i t a l s o seems t h a t i n 
t h i s C h r i s t the atonement o f God and man, o f C r e a t o r and 
c r e a t i o n , i s secured. For c r e a t i o n has been assumed i n t o 
d i v i n i t y i n the assumption o f humanity by the d i v i n e 
Logos i n the C h r i s t . 
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CONCLUSION 
Fo r A t h a n a s i u s t h e a s s u m p t i o n o f c r e a t u r e l i n e s s b y 
t h e C r e a t o r Logos i n t h e I n c a r n a t i o n was t h e r e s u l t n o t 
o f n a t u r a l n e c e s s i t y , b u t o f t h e l o v i n g goodness o f God. 
T h a t c r e a t u r e 1 i n e s s was t h e r e f o r e n o t an i n f i n i t e , n o n -
c o n t i n g e n t and s e l f - e x i s t e n t p a r t o f t h e Godhead. R a t h e r , 
l i k e t h e r e s t o f God's c r e a t i o n , i t was f i n i t e , c o n t i n -
g e n t and e x i s t e n t o n l y i n t h e g r a c i o u s and c o n t i n u o u s 
c r e a t i o n o f t h e d i v i n e Logos. C o n s e q u e n t l y , l i k e t h e 
r e s t o f c r e a t i o n , i t was k e p t f r o m s l i p p i n g i n t o u l t i m a t e 
d i s s o l u t i o n and m a i n t a i n e d i n e x i s t e n c e o n l y t h r o u g h 
b e i n g e n a b l e d t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n t h e c r e a t i v e g r a c e o f God. 
S i m i l a r l y , i n t h e w o r k o f s a l v a t i o n , i t was s a v e d o n l y b y 
b e i n g g r a c i o u s l y t a k e n b y t h e d i v i n e Logos t o p a r t i c i p a t e 
i n t h e i n f i n i t e s o u r c e o f L i f e , t h e Godhead. Thus, i n 
b o t h t h e w o r k o f c r e a t i o n and r e d e m p t i o n , t h e h u m a n i t y 
o f C h r i s t r e f l e c t e d i t s f i n i t e and c o n t i n g e n t n a t u r e . 
W h i l e , h o w e v e r , t h e h u m a n i t y o f C h r i s t was l i m i t e d i n 
i t s e l f , i t was n o t l i m i t i n g . F o r even as t h e w h o l e 
c r e a t i o n was l i m i t e d , and y e t d i d n o t l i m i t t h e God who 
h e l d t h a t c r e a t i o n i n e x i s t e n c e , so t h e h u m a n i t y , w h i c h 
was an e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f t h a t c r e a t i o n , was l i m i t e d , b u t 
d i d n o t l i m i t t h e i n f i n i t e C r e a t o r Logos who h a d assumed 
i t , and who redeemed i t t o l i f e . 
C h r i s t ' s h u m a n i t y was t h e r e f o r e an e s s e n t i a l p a r t o f 
t h e w h o l e c r e a t i o n . I n d e e d , as s u c h , i t was n a t u r a l l y 
s e t o v e r a g a i n s t t h e C r e a t o r God. Y e t t h a t d i d n o t make 
f o r an i m p r o p r i e t y i n r e s p e c t o f t h e C r e a t o r God's assump-
t i o n o f t h a t w h i c h was e s s e n t i a l l y o t h e r t h a n he. F o r 
even as i t was r i g h t and p r o p e r t h a t God s h o u l d be i n -
v o l v e d i n t h e w h o l e c r e a t i o n , m a i n t a i n i n g i t i n e x i s t e n c e 
t h r o u g h h i s p r o v i d e n t i a l c a r e , so i t was p r o p e r t h a t t h e 
same God s h o u l d be i n v o l v e d i n a p a r t o f t h a t c r e a t i o n , 
t h e assumed h u m a n i t y , e f f e c t i n g t h r o u g h i t t h e r e d e m p t i o n 
o f t h e w h o l e c r e a t i o n . Thus C h r i s t ' s h u m a n i t y , t h o u g h 
one w i t h t h e l i m i t e d and c o n t i n g e n t u n i v e r s e , was a medium 
a p p r o p r i a t e f o r t h e Son o f God's r e d e m p t i v e w o r k . 
T h a t h u m a n i t y o f C h r i s t , as we have s e e n , i s d e s c r i b e d 
by t h r e e m a i n a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l t e r m s , b y a n t h r o p o s , soma 
and s a r x . These t e r m s do n o t , h o w e v e r , g i v e a s t r i c t l y 
m e c h a n i c a l p i c t u r e o f A t h a n a s i u s ' u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man. 
Fo r w h i l e e ach t e r m s i g n i f i e s a p a r t i c u l a r g e n e r a l t r u t h , 
e a c h t e r m a l o n e does n o t s i g n i f y t h a t t r u t h . The t e r m s 
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a r e u s e d t o f i t t h e p a r t i c u l a r c o n t e x t i n w h i c h t h e y 
a r e u s e d , q u a l i f y i n g e ach o t h e r i n o r d e r t o p o r t r a y man 
i n h i s dyna m i c r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h God, homo r e l i g i o s u s . 
The t e r m a n t h r o p o s t e n d s t o s i g n i f y man i n h i s i n d i v i d u a l i t y , 
an i n d i v i d u a l i t y w h i c h l i e s i n h i s r e l a t i o n t o God. I n 
t h a t , man's i n d i v i d u a l i t y i s n o t s o m e t h i n g i n n a t e t o 
h i m s e l f , b u t s o m e t h i n g b e s t o w e d upon man t h r o u g h g r a c e . 
I t i s by p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n t h e Logos, t h e Image o f God, 
t h a t man i s made an i n d i v i d u a l i n h i s " l o g i c a l i t y " a n d 
h i s b e i n g " i n t h e image o f God". C o n s e q u e n t l y , i t i s 
i n man b e i n g " a n t h r o p i c " t h a t he i s r a t i o n a l and s p i r i t u a l , 
two q u a l i t i e s w h i c h A t h a n a s i u s h a r d l y d i s t i n g u i s h e s . I t 
i s i n t h i s t h a t man i s d i s t i n c t , t h r o u g h g r a c e , f r o m t h e 
r e s t o f i r r a t i o n a l c r e a t i o n , w i t h w h i c h he i s n a t u r a l l y 
one, and i s r e s p o n s i b l e t o God. Soma, m e a n w h i l e , s u g g e s t s 
man's c r e a t u r e l y and o r i g i n a t e m o r t a l i t y . I t i s t h a t 
w h i c h d i s t i n g u i s h e s man, b y n a t u r e , f r o m t h e i n c o r p o r e a l 
God, and r e l a t e s h i m t o t h e w h o l e o f c r e a t i o n . C h r i s t ' s 
b o d y i s t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h r o u g h w h i c h he i s one w i t h t h e 
r e s t o f men. T h i s i s n o t t o s a y , ho w e v e r , t h a t C h r i s t ' s 
h u m a n i t y i s a c o r p o r a t e one, f o r t h e r e i s a d i s t i n c t i o n 
b e t w e e n h i s and o t h e r men's. Y e t t h e r e i s a common 
e s s e n t i a l i t y , C h r i s t ' s b o d y b e i n g seen n o t i n t h a t 
w h i c h s e p a r a t e s one body f r o m a n o t h e r , b u t as t h e common 
c r e a t u r e l i n e s s i n w h i c h a l l men a c t and i n t e r a c t u pon one 
a n o t h e r . I n t h a t sense C h r i s t ' s h u m a n i t y i s n o t t h e r e f o r e 
t r u l y P l a t o n i c . S a r x i s s o m e t i m e s u s e d t o s i g n i f y m a n k i n d 
i n g e n e r a l . More f r e q u e n t l y , h o w e v e r , i t r e f e r s t o man i n 
h i s weakness and need, b e i n g synonymous i n t h i s u s age 
w i t h soma as t h a t common c r e a t u r e l i n e s s w h i c h u n i t e s and 
b i n d s a l l men t o g e t h e r . 
F o r A t h a n a s i u s t h e r e f o r e man i s n o t u n d e r s t o o d i n t h e 
s t r i c t l y P l a t o n i c f a s h i o n . Man does n o t c o n s i s t o f two 
d i s t i n c t e l e m e n t s , a s o u l and a b o d y ; he i s n o t t h e sum o f 
two p a r t s . R a t h e r he i s b i p a r t i t e i n so f a r as i n h i s 
h u m a n i t y he i s man i n h i s r e l a t i o n t o God, w h i l e i n h i s 
body he i s man i n h i s r e l a t i o n t o t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n . He 
i s b i p a r t i t e i n a r e l a t i o n a l s e n s e , b e i n g man i n h i s 
g r a c i o u s r e l a t i o n t o God, and b o d y i n h i s n a t u r a l r e l a t i o n 
t o c r e a t i o n . 
I t i s w i t h t h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f t h e a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
t e r m s t h e r e f o r e t h a t we must i n t e r p r e t t h e i n c a r n a t i o n a l 
t h o u g h t o f A t h a n a s i u s . 
P a r t o f A t h a n a s i u s * i n c a r n a t i o n a l t h o u g h t i s t h e 
b e s t o w a l o f g i f t s b y God upon t h e assumed body. T h a t t h e 
b e s t o w a l was upon t h e body has been u n d e r s t o o d by R i c h a r d 
b o t h as b e i n g i n a p p r o p r i a t e , and as s u g g e s t i n g a d e f i c i e n t 
h u m a n i t y i n C h r i s t . From o u r s t u d y , i t seems t h a t n e i t h e r 
o f t h e s e two p o i n t s a r e c o r r e c t . F o r what was i n a p p r o p -
r i a t e was t h e b e s t o w a l o f g i f t s upon t h e Logos, as t h e 
A r i a n s w o u l d h a v e ; and what was a p p r o p r i a t e was t h e 
b e s t o w a l o f g i f t s upon t h e "body", w h i c h was u n d e r s t o o d 
n o t as t h a t i n c o n t r a s t w i t h t h e s o u l , b u t as t h a t w h i c h 
was i n c o n t r a s t w i t h t h e i n c o r p o r e a l Logos. I n d e e d , t h e 
p r o p r i e t y l a y i n t h e b e s t o w a l o f t h e s e g i f t s o f k n o w l e d g e 
and wisdom,and i m m o r t a l i t y and i n c o r r u p t i o n by t h e d i v i n e 
L o g os, who was n o t needy, upon t h e needy b o d y , w h i c h was 
n a t u r a l l y i g n o r a n t , m o r a l and c o r r u p t . Nor need s u c h a 
b e s t o w a l o f g r a c e s i g n i f y a d e f i c i e n t h u m a n i t y i n C h r i s t . 
F o r t h a t b o d y r e p r e s e n t s man i n h i s c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , i n 
o p p o s i t i o n t o t h e d i v i n e C r e a t o r Logos, and n o t man i n 
h i s c o r p o r e a l i t y , o v e r a g a i n s t h i s s o u l . A g a i n , t h a t b o d y , 
upon w h i c h t h e g i f t s were r a i n e d , was q u a l i f i e d i n t h e 
N i c e n e manner, w h e r e b y A t h a n a s i u s seems t o e x c l u d e a 
d e n i a l o f a human s o u l . 
C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n s , w h i c h a r e o f b o t h a p h y s i c a l and 
a p s y c h o l o g i c a l n a t u r e , a r e a t t r i b u t e d b y A t h a n a s i u s t o 
h i s b ody o r f l e s h . From t h i s V o i s i n has a r g u e d t h a t 
t h e f l e s h t h e r e f o r e has a human s o u l , t h e s u b j e c t o f 
t h e s e p a s s i o n s . R i c h a r d , on t h e o t h e r hand, has e x p l a i n e d 
t h i s a t t r i b u t i o n on t h e g r o u n d s t h a t t h e p a s s i o n s had t o 
be a t t r i b u t e d i n t h i s manner, as t h e r e was no human s o u l 
t o be t h e i r s u b j e c t . N e i t h e r o f t h e s e p o s i t i o n s seems 
r e a l l y p l a u s i b l e , as i t w o u l d a p p e a r t h a t A t h a n a s i u s 
a t t r i b u t e s a l l C h r i s t ' s p a s s i o n s t o h i s body o r f l e s h , as 
t h e y r e p r e s e n t man i n h i s f i n i t e c r e a t u r e l i n e s s , o r man 
i n h i s p a s s i b i l i t y . M o r e o v e r , t h e y a r e a t t r i b u t e d t o 
t h i s body w h i c h i s u n d e r s t o o d , n o t i n t e r m s o f t h a t w h i c h 
i s o v e r a g a i n s t t h e s o u l , b u t t h a t w h i c h i s o v e r a g a i n s t 
t h e i n c o r p o r e a l Logos. As w i t h t h e b e s t o w a l o f t h e g i f t s 
o f g r a c e upon t h e C h r i s t , so h e r e , t h e body w h i c h s u f f e r s 
i s t o be seen i n t h e c o n t e x t o f t h e a n t i - A r i a n s a f e -
g u a r d i n g t h e i m p a s s i b l e Logos o f God f r o m b e i n g t h e 
s u b j e c t o f t h e p a s s i o n s . I n d e e d , i t seems t h a t i t i s 
b e c a u s e o f t h i s a t t e m p t i n 1-3 C.Ar. t o p r e s e r v e t h e 
d i v i n i t y o f t h e Logos f r o m c r e a t u r e l y c a t e g o r i e s t h a t 
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A t h a n a s i u s makes no a t t e m p t t o d i s t i n g u i s h t h e p h y s i c a l 
f r o m t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s . I t f o l l o w s f r o m t h e 
above, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t t h i s a t t r i b u t i o n o f p a s s i o n s t o 
C h r i s t ' s b o dy b e a r s no a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l m e a n i n g . Any 
a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l m e a n i n g t h a t t h e r e may be must be drawn 
n o t f r o m t h e f a c t t h a t t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n s a r e 
r e f e r r e d t o C h r i s t ' s b o d y , b u t f r o m t h e f a c t s t h a t t h e 
body i s g e n e r a l l y d e s c r i b e d i n a N i c e n e f a s h i o n , and t h a t t h e 
e l e m e n t t o w h i c h t h e p s y c h o l o g i c a l p a s s i o n o f i g n o r a n c e 
b e l o n g s i n 2 Ad Ser. i s n o t t h e body o f 1-3 C.Ar. b u t man. 
C h r i s t ' s d e a t h , m e a n w h i l e , i s seen as t h e s e p a r a t i o n 
o f t h e Logos and h i s assumed b o d y , i n w h i c h t h e Logos' 
w i t h h o l d i n g o f p r o v i d e n t i a l and c r e a t i v e c a r e l e a d s t o 
t h e p h y s i c a l d i s i n t e g r a t i o n o f man i n h i s m o r t a l i t y . I t 
i s t h e l a y i n g a s i d e o f t h e assumed bod y , u n d e r s t o o d n o t 
as t h a t o v e r and a g a i n s t t h e s o u l , b u t as o v e r and a g a i n s t 
t h e i n c o r p o r e a l Logos. I t i s t h e n e c e s s a r y r e s p o n s e t o 
t h e i n i t i a l " t a k i n g o f a b o d y " , w h e r e b y t h e d i v i n e Logos 
became i n c a r n a t e . H a v i n g l a i d a s i d e i n d e a t h t h e assumed 
h u m a n i t y , t h e d i v i n e Logos was n o t s e p a r a t e d f r o m i t . F o r 
as t h e i n c a r n a t e Logos, o r t h e C h r i s t o f 1 P e t e r 3.18, 
t h e Logos me c h o r i s t h e i s somatos d e s c e n d e d t o Hades t o 
p r e a c h t o t h e s o u l s o f t h e d e p a r t e d . 
From t h e above, h o w e v e r , i t i s n o t c l e a r w h e t h e r o r 
n o t t h e i n c a r n a t e Logos a c t u a l l y had a human s o u l . From 
o t h e r a r e a s o f s t u d y , h o wever, t h e r e seem t o be h i n t s 
t o s u g g e s t t h a t he h a d . T h a t s o u l w o u l d seem t o be n o t 
t h e i n d e p e n d e n t s o u l o f P l a t o n i s m , b u t t h a t w h i c h e x i s t s 
o n l y i n and t h r o u g h t h e g r a c i o u s m ercy o f t h e d i v i n e 
C r e a t o r Logos. 
P r i o r t o A.D. 362 i t i s r e a d i l y a d m i t t e d b y a l l s i d e s 
t h a t a human s o u l o f C h r i s t i s n o t m e n t i o n e d e x p l i c i t l y . 
B u t t h a t may be e x p l a i n e d , p a r t l y b y t h e f a c t t h a t t h e n 
t h e p r o b l e m was n o t so much a p s y c h o l o g i c a l as a t h e o l o g i c a l 
one, i n w h i c h t h e t r u e d i v i n i t y o f t h e Logos was b e i n g 
d e b a t e d , and p a r t l y b y t h e f a c t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s ' w o r k s 
t e n d t o a v o i d d o c t r i n a l s p e c u l a t i o n . 
W h i l e t h e r e a p p e a r s t o be no e x p l i c i t r e f e r e n c e t o 
t h e human s o u l o f t h e C h r i s t i n A t h a n a s i u s ' w r i t i n g p r i o r 
t o 362, t h e r e seems t o be i m p l i c i t r e f e r e n c e . F o r A t h a n a s i u s 
does n o t , a p p a r e n t l y , a c c e p t t h e A r i a n C h r i s t o l o g i c a l m o d e l , 
i n w h i c h t h e d i v i n e Logos t a k e s t h e p l a c e o f t h e human s o u l . 
N e i t h e r h i s a n t h r o p o l o g y n o r h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a e 
w i l l a l l o w t h i s . H i s a n t h r o p o l o g y w i l l n o t p e r m i t t h e 
a c c e p t a n c e o f t h e A r i a n s ' P l a t o n i c t h o u g h t i n w h i c h t h e 
s o u l i s an i n d e p e n d e n t e l e m e n t , t o w h i c h t h e body i s 
i m p r o p e r , w h i l e h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a e seem t o be 
such, t h a t t h e y q u a l i f y one a n o t h e r a f t e r t h e manner o f 
t h e N i c e n e c r e e d , a c c o r d i n g t o w h i c h t h e A r i a n s 1 d e n i a l 
o f t h e human s o u l o f C h r i s t i s c o u n t e r e d . T h i s i m p l i c i t 
r e f e r e n c e t o t h e human s o u l o f C h r i s t b y A t h a n a s i u s seems 
t o be c o n f i r m e d by h i s use o f J o e l 2.28 and John 1.14. F o r 
i n 3 C.Ar.30, where A t h a n a s i u s i s a r g u i n g a g a i n s t t h e 
A r i a n s * d e n i a l o f C h r i s t ' s f u l l h u m a n i t y , i t i s a s s e r t e d 
t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos d i d n o t e n t e r upon man, b u t became 
man, and "man" q u a l i f i e d a f t e r t h e manner o f t h e N i c e n e 
c r e e d . T h i s i s i n t e r e s t i n g , g i v e n t h a t i n t h e Ad E p i c t . , 
a w o r k i n w h i c h t h e human s o u l o f C h r i s t i s a d m i t t e d , 
t h e r e i s a g a i n a c o n n e c t i o n b e t w e e n " t h e Logos became f l e s h ' 
and " t h e Logos became man" t h r o u g h t h e use b o t h o f J o e l 
2.28 and o f a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l q u a l i f i c a t i o n s a l o n g t h e l i n e s 
o f N i c e a . C" 
Ar g u m e n t s a g a i n s t t h e p r e s e n t o f a human s o u l i n 
C h r i s t have been a d v a n c e d . These, h o w e v e r , a r e n o t v e r y 
t e l l i n g . I n d e e d , when t h e y a r e s e e n i n t h e i r c o n t e x t s , 
w h e r e i n t h e N i c e n e q u a l i f i c a t i o n o f C h r i s t ' s h u m a n i t y 
o f t e n o c c u r s , t h e y a r e n o t a t a l l t e l l i n g . 
A r g u m e n t s f r o m a s s e r t i o n s t h a t t h e Logos "wore", 
" i n d w e l t " and "had" a body a r e n o t c o n v i n c i n g . F o r t h e 
body w h i c h t h e Logos wore was a "human b o d y " , "human" n o t 
as a r e s u l t o f i t s e s s e n t i a l n a t u r e , b u t o f i t s b e i n g 
made " i n t h e image o f God", i n w h i c h l i e s i t s r a t i o n a l i t y 
and s p i r i t u a l i t y . I n d e e d , t h e s e v e r b s a r e b u t t r a d i t i o n a l 
b i b i l i c a l t e r m s , w h i c h t h e c h u r c h had a d o p t e d i n i t s 
C h r i s t o l o g i c a l e x p o s i t i o n , and w h i c h a s s e r t e d n o t a n -
t h r o p o l o g i c a l t r u t h s , b u t d i v i n e t r u t h s o f t h e r e a l 
p r e s e n c e o f God t o a p e r s o n ; " t o be c l o t h e d " w i t h God, 
" t o be i n d w e l t " b y God e m p h a s i s e d God's n e a r n e s s t o man. 
The v e r b s o f " t a k i n g " and " h a v i n g " , m e a n w h i l e , s t r e s s e d 
t h e d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n h i m who t o o k and what was t a k e n , 
b e t w e e n t h e d i v i n e C r e a t o r Logos and t h e c r e a t e d b o d y , i n 
a way t h a t t h e f o r m u l a e o f " b e c o m i n g " man o r f l e s h c o u l d 
n o t . Nor ne e d a r g u m e n t s f r o m t h e a s s e r t i o n s t h a t t h e 
d i v i n e Logos t o o k a "body" w o r r y u s . F o r t h a t b o dy was a 
human b o d y , q u a l i f i e d a f t e r t h e manner o f N i c e a . M o r e o v e r , 
s u c h s t a t e m e n t s as " t h e Logos t o o k a 'body'" seem t o have 
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been u s e d i n a c o n t e x t u a l manner. Thus, i n t h o s e c o n t e x t s 
i n w h i c h A t h a n a s i u s w a n t e d t o w r i t e o f t h e d i v i n e Logos' 
i n v o l v e m e n t i n c r e a t i o n , i n d e a t h , and i n c o r r u p t i o n , he 
t e n d e d t o r e f e r t o t h e Logos" b o d y , w h i c h was n a t u r a l l y 
p a r t o f t h e c r e a t u r e l y w o r l d o f d e a t h and c o r r u p t i o n . 
I n d e e d , A t h a n a s i u s can use 'man' i n a s i m i l a r c o n t e x t u a l 
manner. Thus, f o r i n s t a n c e , when A t h a n a s i u s i s t r e a t i n g 
t h e r e - c r e a t i o n o f man i n t h e image o f God, he t e n d s t o 
use t h e t e r m 'man' i n h i s C h r i s t o l o g i c a l f o r m u l a e , a t e r m 
w h i c h p a r t i c u l a r l y s u g g e s t s man s h a r i n g i n t h e Image o f God. 
From t h e f a c t t h a t A t h a n a s i u s sees t h e Logos as t h e 
e n l i g h t e n i n g and d i r e c t i v e p r i n c i p l e i n h i s assumed b o d y , 
i t has b e e n c o n c l u d e d t h a t t h e Logos had t a k e n t h e p l a c e 
o f t h e human s o u l i n C h r i s t . Such, h o w e v e r , i s n o t t h e 
c a s e . F o r t h a t b o d y , w h i c h , i n c i d e n t a l l y , i s q u a l i f i e d 
i n t h e a n t i - A r i a n manner o f t h e N i c e n e c r e e d , i s t o be 
u n d e r s t o o d n o t i n c o n t r a s t t o a human s o u l , b u t i n 
c o n t r a s t t o t h e d i v i n e C r e a t o r Logos. I t i s an e s s e n t i a l 
p a r t o f c r e a t i o n , w h i c h , l i k e t h e r e s t o f c r e a t i o n , i s 
m a i n t a i n e d b y t h e e n l i v e n i n g c r e a t i v i t y o f t h e Logos 
f r o m s l i p p i n g t o t h a t s t a t e o f n o n - b e i n g whence a l l 
i n i t i a l l y came. M o r e o v e r , w h i l e t h e Logos who c o n s e r v e s 
t h e w h o l e o f c r e a t i o n , o f w h i c h t h e assumed h u m a n i t y i s a p a r t , 
and who p r e v e n t s . i t f r o m s l i p p i n g i n t o n o n - e x i s t e n c e , 
i s t h e same Logos as he who d i r e c t s t h e assumed h u m a n i t y , 
t h a t Logos e f f e c t s t h e s e two o f f i c e s i n r e s p e c t o f two 
d i f f e r e n t e c o n o m i e s . F o r as God t h e Logos h o l d s t h e 
u n i v e r s e i n o r d e r ; and as man t h e Logos i s t h e d i r e c t i v e 
p r i n c i p l e i n t h e C h r i s t . A d i s t i n c t i o n i n C h r i s t needs 
t h e r e f o r e t o be made. The Logos i n C h r i s t i s t h e 
p r i n c i p i u m quod i n h i s b e i n g Logos i n c a r n a t e : as man he 
a c t s , f e a r s and d i e s . He i s , h o wever, t h e p r i n c i p i u m quo 
i n h i s d i v i n i t y : as God t h e Logos l e a v e s t h e assumed 
h u m a n i t y , i n o r d e r t o a l l o w i t t o d i e ; he e n l i v e n s t h e 
m o r t a l b ody; and he r a i s e s i t f r o m t h e dead. I n d e e d , 
n o t t o make t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n w o u l d be t o r i s k s e e i n g t h e 
Logos as t h e p r i n c i p l e i n C h r i s t i n s u c h a way t h a t more 
t h a n an a p p r o p r i a t i o n a f t e r t h e manner o f c o m m u n i c a t i o 
i d i o m a t u m was i m p l i e d ; i t w o u l d be t o r i s k m a k i n g t h e 
i m p a s s i b l e Logos p a s s i b l e . 
O f t e n c o u p l e d w i t h t h e a r g u m e n t a g a i n s t t h e p r e s e n c e 
o f a human s o u l i n C h r i s t o f t h e Logos b e i n g t h e d i r e c t i v e 
f o r c e i n C h r i s t i s t h a t d rawn f r o m t h e d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e 
assumed h u m a n i t y as t h e ' o r g a n ' o f t h e Logos. T h i s need 
n o t d e l a y u s . F o r t h i s t e r m i s n o t an a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l 
t e r m . I n d e e d , A t h a n a s i u s can r e f e r t o t h e sun o r t h e 
moon as b e i n g an ' o r g a n ' o f t h e a c t i v i t y o f t h e d i v i n e 
Logos. The t e r m m e r e l y a l l u d e s t o t h e assumed h u m a n i t y 
b e i n g t h e medium, o r v e h i c l e , t h r o u g h w h i c h t h e d i v i n e 
Logos e f f e c t e d h i s s a v i n g i n c a r n a t i o n . A g a i n , t h e 
h u m a n i t y r e f e r r e d t o b y A t h a n a s i u s as t h e ' o r g a n ' o f 
t h e d i v i n e Logos i s q u a l i f i e d i n t h e manner o f t h e 
N i c e n e c r e e d , a q u a l i f i c a t i o n w h i c h seems t o e x c l u d e 
t h e i d e a o f a d e f i c i e n t h u m a n i t y . 
A l s o c o n n e c t e d w i t h t h e i d e a o f t h e Logos b e i n g t h e 
d i r e c t i v e f o r c e i n t h e assumed h u m a n i t y i s t h e c o n -
c e p t i o n o f t h e p a s s i v i t y o f t h a t h u m a n i t y . T h a t p a s s i v i t y 
i s e x p l i c i b l e i n two ways. F i r s t l y , t h e f a c t t h a t t h e 
d i v i n e Logos a l w a y s r e m a i n s t h e a c t i v e b e s t o w e r o f g r a c e 
upon t h e assumed h u m a n i t y p r e s e r v e s t h e i m p o r t a n t d i s -
t i n c t i o n o f t h e n o n - c o n t i n g e n t Logos o f God and t h e 
c o n t i n g e n t h u m a n i t y , w h i c h i s e v e r i n need o f e n l i v e n i n g 
g r a c e . S e c o n d l y , t h a t p a s s i v i t y r e p r e s e n t s t h e t r u e 
h u m a n i t y o f man. F o r , f o r A t h a n a s i u s , man i s t r u l y man 
i n h i s r e s p o n s i b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p o f r e c e p t i v e o b e d i e n c e t o 
God. He i s most t r u l y f u l f i l l e d when f u l f i l l i n g t h e w i l l 
o f God. I n d e e d , f o r A t h a n a s i u s , a man who i s n o t p a s s i v e 
i n h i s h u m a n i t y i s he who a s s e r t s h i s own w i l l a g a i n s t 
o t h e r s ' , i n c l u d i n g t h a t o f God. T h a t a s s e r t i o n i s s e l f -
a s s e r t i o n , w h i c h i s e g o c e n t r i c , and t h e r e f o r e s i n f u l . 
T h a t p a s s i v i t y i n w h i c h h u m a n i t y a c t i v e l y s u b m i t s i t s w i l l 
t o God's i s t h a t i n w h i c h man i s t r u l y f r e e i n h i s s e r v i c e 
o f God. 
Those " i n d i v i d u a t i n g c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s " , f o r w h i c h 
S e U e r s ( l ) i s s e a r c h i n g , and t h a t " d i s t i n c t i v e human b e i n g " , 
f o r w h i c h P r e s t i g e ( 2 ) i s l o o k i n g , a r e n o t t o be seen as 
s e l f - a s s e r t i v e a c t i o n s . R a t h e r t h e y a r e t o be f o u n d i n 
man's w i l l i n g and s e l f l e s s a s s e n t t o t h e d i v i n e w i l l : t h e y 
a r e t o be u n d e r s t o o d i n C h r i s t ' s t o t a l and p o s i t i v e r e -
sponse t o God's w o r d . F o r i n t h a t r e s p o n s e l a y h i s d i s -
t i n c t i o n , b o t h f r o m God t o whom he was o b e d i e n t , and f r o m 
men f o r whom he was o b e d i e n t . 
A f t e r A.D. 362 A t h a n a s i u s seems t o make e x p l i c i t t h e 
i m p l i c i t a c c e p t a n c e o f t h e human s o u l o f C h r i s t . T h i s 
he does i n b o t h h i s Tome and h i s Ad E p i c t . F o r , b o t h 
f r o m i n t e r n a l l i n g u i s t i c and f r o m e x t e r n a l h i s t o r i c a l 
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e v i d e n c e , t h e p r e s e n c e o f a human, r a t i o n a l s o u l i n t h e 
C h r i s t seems a s s e r t e d . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t n o t o n l y t h e i n c a r n a t i o n , 
h o w e v e r c o n c e i v e d , i s r e a l , b u t a l s o t h e f u l l h u m a n i t y 
assumed i n and t h r o u g h t h a t i n c a r n a t i o n . 
T h a t f u l l h u m a n i t y , i n w h i c h t h e r a t i o n a l s o u l i s 
n o t s t r e s s e d , p l a y s a most i m p o r t a n t r o l e i n t h e s a l v a t i o n 
e f f e c t e d t h r o u g h t h e i n c a r n a t i o n . F o r t h a t h u m a n i t y i s 
an i m p o r t a n t p o i n t o f c o n t a c t b e t w e e n t h e S a v i o u r and t h a t 
s a v e d . F o r , i n a s m u c h as t h a t h u m a n i t y was o u r h u m a n i t y , 
w h i c h t h e Logos assumed, i t i s t h a t i n and t h r o u g h w h i c h 
o u r s a l v a t i o n was e f f e c t e d ; and i n s o f a r as t h a t h u m a n i t y 
i s i n s e p a r a b l e f r o m t h e d i v i n e Logos, i t i s t h a t i n and 
t h r o u g h w h i c h t h a t s a l v a t i o n i s e v e r g u a r a n t e e d . T h r o u g h 
t h e Logos' c o u n t e r i n g i n h i s assumed h u m a n i t y o u r f r a i l t y , 
he c o u n t e r e d o u r f r a i l t y i n o u r h u m a n i t y . I n d e e d , t h e 
i m p o r t a n c e o f t h a t h u m a n i t y t o A t h a n a s i u s ' s o t e r i o l o g i c a l 
t h o u g h t i s made p l a i n i n h i s a s s e r t i o n t h a t had t h e 
i n c a r n a t i o n b een b u t a " p h a n t a s y " , so w o u l d t h e s a l v a t i o n 
e f f e c t e d t h r o u g h i t . 
The q u e s t i o n o f t h e human w i l l o f t h e C h r i s t seems n o t 
t o have been t r e a t e d b y A t h a n a s i u s i n h i s w o r k s t o any 
g r e a t e x t e n t ; y e t w h a t h i n t s t h e r e a r e , a r e v e r y much i n 
k e e p i n g w i t h h i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f man as a b e i n g who i n 
h i s f r a i l b o d y i s c r e a t e d f r o m n o t h i n g , and who i n h i s 
s o u l i s n o t i n d e p e n d e n t o f t h e d i r e c t i v e and e f f e c t i v e 
g r a c e o f God. F o r A t h a n a s i u s , t h e assumed f l e s h i s 
m u t a b l e i n i t s e l f . T h a t f l e s h does n o t , h o w e v e r , e x i s t 
i n t h e I n c a r n a t i o n i n i t s e l f , b u t o n l y i n and t h r o u g h i t s 
a s s u m p t i o n by t h e Logos. I n i t s a s s u m p t i o n b y t h e i m -
m u t a b l e Logos, t h a t f l e s h , w h i c h i s by n a t u r e m u t a b l e , 
becomes i m m u t a b l e by g r a c e . T h e r e i n l i e s t h e r e d e m p t i o n 
o f t h e m u t a b l e w i l l o f man. There seems t h e r e f o r e t o be 
two w i l l s i n t h e C h r i s t , t h e w i l l o f t h e f l e s h , w h i c h i s 
man's f r a i l w i l l , and t h e w i l l o f t h e Logos, i n t o w h i c h 
t h a t w i l l i s assumed f o r r e d e m p t i o n . I n p r a c t i c e , however, 
t h e r e i s o n l y one e f f e c t i v e w i l l . F o r t h e w i l l o f t h e 
f l e s h i s made i n C h r i s t t h e w i l l o f God. I n d e e d , n o t t o 
have t h i s one e f f e c t i v e w i l l , b u t t o f i n d an i n d i v i d u a l 
w i l l i n C h r i s t , i n o p p o s i t i o n t o t h e d i v i n e , w o u l d be 
a v i o l a t i o n o f A t h a n a s i u s ' t h e o l o g i c a l p r i n c i p l e s , as t h e 
a s s e r t i o n o f an i n d i v i d u a l human w i l l i s e g o c e n t r i c , and 
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t h e r e f o r e s i n f u l . R a t h e r , t h e human c o n s c i o u s n e s s i n 
t h e t r u e man, C h r i s t , i s b u r i e d i n i t s t o t a l o b e d i e n c e 
t o t h e d i v i n e w i l l , b e i n g f r e e i n i t s s e r v i c e o f God. 
The human w i l l i n t h e t r u e C h r i s t i a n , o r i n d e e d i n 
C h r i s t h i m s e l f , e x i s t s , b u t i s so submerged i n i t s 
c o m p l i a n c e w i t h God's w i l l t h a t i t i s n o t e m p h a s i s e d . 
The o b j e c t o f t r u e a s c e t i c i s m was t o subdue one's own 
w i l l , and a l l o w t h e Logos t o t a k e o v e r t h e s e l f . I n t h e 
t r u e a s c e t i c , t h e human s u b j e c t becomes submerged and 
i s t r a n s f o r m e d i n t o t h e r e c e p t i v e i n s t r u m e n t o f t h e Logos. 
R e c e p t i v i t y was t h e r e f o r e man's p r o p e r c h a r a c t e r i s t i c . 
F or A t h a n a s i u s , C h r i s t was i n h i s human n a t u r e a l o n e 
t r u l y r e c e p t i v e ; he a l o n e was e n t i r e l y s i n l e s s , and i n 
t h i s u n i q u e n e s s he was most t r u l y human. He was t h e 
Man f o r a l l men. 
F o r A t h a n a s i u s , t h e n , t h e h u m a n i t y o f C h r i s t , w h i c h 
e x i s t e d o n l y i n t h e c o n t i n u o u s c r e a t i v e c a r e o f t h e 
d i v i n e Logos, was t r u l y a nd f u l l y human; t h a t t r u e 
h u m a n i t y was t h a t t h r o u g h w h i c h man's f u l l h u m a n i t y 
was redeemed and r e c o n c i l e d t o God. 
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APPENDIX 
The concept o f the s o u l i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 
Contra Gentes and De I n c a r n a t i o n e 
two d i f f e r e n t e s t i m a t e s ? 
I n h i s a r t i c l e "The concept o f the s o u l i n A t h a n a s i u s 1 
Contra Gentes - De I n c a r n a t i o n e " ( 1 ) Louth m a i n t a i n s t h a t 
i n the CG the concept o f the s o u l has prominence i n the 
l i g h t o f the N e o - p l a t o n i c i d e a o f c o n t e m p l a t i o n ; he a s s e r t s 
t h a t the i d e a o f c o n t e m p l a t i o n and i n t e r e s t i n the s o u l 
as such go t o g e t h e r . He suggests, however, t h a t i n the 
PI the concept o f the s o u l s i n k s i n t o comparative unim-
p o r t a n c e , t he n e o - P l a t o n i c n o t i o n o f c o n t e m p l a t i o n h a v i n g 
been removed. " I n the De I n c a r n a t i o n e A t h a n a s i u s 
(makes) h i s a n t h r o p o l o g y t u r n on man's r e l a t i o n t o God 
th r o u g h the Word - man k a t ' e i k b n a and l o g i k o s - r a t h e r 
than on the s o u l and c o n t e m p l a t i o n . I t i s i n f a c t a 
complete break w i t h t h e approach o f the Contra G e n t e s " . ( 2 ) . 
The b a s i s f o r the r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h i s complete break, 
which, i n c i d e n t a l l y , would make i m p o s s i b l e the c o r r o b o r a t i o n 
o f the d u a l i t y o f man as p o r t r a y e d i n the DI_ by r e f e r e n c e 
t o the C_G, i s p r i m a r i l y a comparison o f the accounts i n 
the two p a r t s o f the CG-DJ. o f the p r i m a l s t a t e and the 
f a l l . A c c o r d i n g t o Louth t he account o f CG 2 f . " t u r n s 
on man's c o n t e m p l a t i o n o f God, and h i s f a l l i n g away from 
t h i s by t u r n i n g t o the c o n t e m p l a t i o n s o f the body and i t s 
s e n s a t i o n s " ( 3 ) . Man's f a l l was t h a t from a s t a t e o f con-
t e m p l a t i o n t o a s t a t e s u b j e c t t o sensual p a s s i o n s and 
p l e a s u r e s . I n t h a t l a t t e r s t a t e m o r t a l i t y was seen as 
the "mere t h n e t a p h r o n e i n " ( 4 ) , and as the f e a r o f l o s i n g 
attachment t o the sensual p l e a s u r e s t o which man had 
t u r n e d . Redemption i s t h e r e f o r e the " r e s t o r a t i o n o f pure 
v i s i o n . . . . b y p u r i f i c a t i o n . . . . " ( 5 ) . T h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 
of CG 2 f . Louth f i n d s s u p p o r t e d by the idea i n CG 8 and 
34 o f the s o u l as a m i r r o r i n which, when pure, the Word 
i s r e f l e c t e d and can be contemplated. The p a r a l l e l 
account o f the p r i m a l s t a t e and the f a l l i n DI 3 f f . i s , 
a c c o r d i n g t o Louth, " q u i t e d i f f e r e n t " ( 6 ) . Rather than 
b e i n g a t i m e l e s s account, i t i s h i s t o r i c a l ; i t i s about 
how f i r s t men disobeyed God, and so marred t h e i r s t a t e o f 
b e i n g c r e a t e d " i n the image". Rather than u s i n g a l l e g o r i c a l 
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e x e g e s i s , t h e a c c o u n t i n t h e D I i s r e a l i s t i c , t u r n i n g 
n o t on i n t e l l e c t u a l c o n t e m p l a t i o n , b u t on t h e o b e d i e n c e 
and d i s o b e d i e n c e o f man. The c o n s e q u e n c e s o f t h e f a l l 
a r e d e a t h and decay, and a r e embedded i n r e a l i t y . Here 
man, o f whom t h e r e i s a " v e r y p e s s i m i s t i c v i e w " ( 7 ) can 
be redeemed o n l y b y t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e . I n d e e d , t h e 
d e v e l o p m e n t o f t h e i d e a i n D I 7 t h a t r e p e n t a n c e w o u l d 
n o t s u f f i c e f o r man t o r e t u r n t o i n c o r r u p t i o n c o n t r a s t s 
m a r k e d l y w i t h CG 30-34, where " A t h a n a s i u s sees t h e s o u l 
even o f a f a l l e n man as r a t i o n a l , i m m o r t a l and c a p a b l e 
o f t h e v i s i o n o f God, and where r e d e m p t i o n i s , a p p a r e n t l y , 
w i t h i n t h e power o f e v e r y man" ( 8 ) . 
T h a t t h e r e a r e t h e s e d i f f e r e n t e s t i m a t e s o f t h e s o u l 
i n t h e CG and t h e DI_ i s however d e b a t a b l e . The i d e a t h a t 
CG 2 f . t u r n s on man's c o n t e m p l a t i o n o f God and h i s f a l l i n g 
away f r o m t h i s , and t h a t t h e p a r a l l e l a c c o u n t i n t h e DI_ 
i s q u i t e d i f f e r e n t i s v e r y moot. F o r a c c o r d i n g t o t h e 
CG man was made i n t h e image o f t h e Logos ( 9 ) ; he was 
made p e r c e p t i v e o f r e a l i t y t h r o u g h h i s s i m i l a r i t y t o t h e 
Logos ( 1 0 ) . I n d e e d , as l o n g as man k e p t t h a t l i k e n e s s ( 1 1 ) 
he w o u l d n e v e r abandon t h e c o n c e p t o f God ( 1 2 ) , b u t w o u l d 
c o n t e m p l a t e i n p u r i t y t h e Image o f t h e F a t h e r , and t h u s 
t h e F a t h e r ( 1 3 ) ; he w o u l d t h u s l i v e an i d y l l i c , i m m o r t a l 
and b l e s s e d l i f e i n communion w i t h God and a l l t h e s a i n t s 
( 1 4 ) . A c c o r d i n g t o t h e p_I , m e a n w h i l e , man was c r e a t e d i n 
the image o f God ( 1 5 ) . B e i n g so made, he was r a t i o n a l ( 1 6 ) , 
and so was t o r e m a i n i n f e l i c i t y , l i v i n g t h e t r u e l i f e i n 
p a r a d i s e , i n communion w i t h a l l t h e s a i n t s ( 1 7 ) . I n d e e d , 
had man c o n t i n u e d i n t h e g r a c e o f t h e h o l y p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
i n t h e Logos, man w o u l d have e s c a p e d t h e c o n s e q u e n c e s o f 
h i s m o r t a l n a t u r e ( 1 8 ) ; had he k e p t h i s l i k e n e s s t o God 
t h r o u g h c o n t e m p l a t i n g h i m man w o u l d have b l u n t e d h i s 
n a t u r a l c o r r u p t i o n and w o u l d have r e m a i n e d i n c o r r u p t i b l e ( 1 9 ) . 
Y e t man d i d n o t c o n t i n u e i n t h a t g r a c e . A c c o r d i n g t o 
t h e CG man t u r n e d f r o m t h e r e a l i t y o f God t o c l o s e r , 
c r e a t u r e l y o b j e c t s ( 2 0 ) . A c c o r d i n g t o t h e p_I man d i s -
obeyed t h e w i l l o f God b y w h i c h he w o u l d have been s e c u r e d 
i n p a r a d i s e ( 2 1 ) . T h a t d i s o b e d i e n c e , h o wever, i s e x -
p l a i n e d i n t e r m s o f man d i s r e g a r d i n g God ( 2 2 ) , o f h i m 
t u r n i n g f r o m t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f God ( 2 3 ) and o f h i m 
i n v e n t i n g w i c k e d n e s s ( 2 4 ) , an e x p l a n a t i o n whose s i m i l a r i t y 
t o t h a t o f t h e CG i s n o t e d ( 2 5 ) . I n d e e d , t h i s s i m i l a r i t y 
t o t h e CG i s e x p l i c i t i n D I 4.21-25, where i t i s n o t e d 
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t h a t : 
"because men were d e p r i v e d o f t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g 
o f God,and had t u r n e d t o t h i n g s w h i c h do n o t 
e x i s t . . . . t h e n t h e y were a l s o d e p r i v e d o f 
e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e " , 
and i n DI_ 5.2-5, where i t s a y s t h a t : 
"men, t u r n i n g away f r o m t h i n g s e t e r n a l , and 
by t h e c o u n s e l o f t h e d e v i l t u r n i n g t o w a r d s 
t h i n g s c o r r u p t i b l e , were t h e m s e l v e s t h e cause 
o f t h e c o r r u p t i o n i n d e a t h " . 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e i n t e r - r e l a t i n g o f man i n 
t h e image o f God and h i s c o n t e m p l a t i n g God i n p u r i t y 
p l a y s an i m p o r t a n t r o l e i n t h e a c c o u n t s o f t h e c r e a t i o n 
and t h e f a l l i n b o t h t h e CG and t h e D_I. C e r t a i n l y t h e 
e m p h a s i s upon man k n o w i n g God t h r o u g h c o n t e m p l a t i o n i s 
g r e a t i n CG 2 f . Y e t t h a t i s e x p l i c a b l e i n t e r m s o f t h e 
aim o f t h e CG, w h i c h i s t o i n s t r u c t men i n t h e k n o w l e d g e 
o f r e l i g i o n and o f t h e t r u t h o f t h e u n i v e r s e ( 2 6 ) , and 
t o r e f u t e t h e i g n o r a n c e o f u n b e l i e v e r s ( 2 7 ) . S i m i l a r l y 
t h e e m p h a s i s upon man's r e l a t i o n s h i p t o t h e Logos i n 
P I 3 f . i s u n d e r s t a n d a b l e i n t e r m s o f t h e w o r k ' s aim o f 
t e l l i n g o f t h e i n c a r n a t i o n o f t h e Logos ( 2 8 ) . 
The s u g g e s t i o n t h a t t h e v i e w o f man i n t h e DI_ i s v e r y 
p e s s i m i s t i c , and t h a t i t c o n t r a s t s w i t h t h e h o p e f u l v i e w 
o f t h e CG i s a l s o open t o q u e s t i o n . C e r t a i n l y i n t h e D_I 
man i s seen as weak and u n s t a b l e i n n a t u r e , and so as 
n e e d i n g d i v i n e p i t y . He i s open t o d e a t h and d e c a y , t h e 
c o n s e q u e n c e s o f t h e f a l l . He i s t o be redeemed o n l y b y 
t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e . Y e t man i s a l s o seen t h e r e as h a v i n g 
e x t r a g r a c e ( 2 9 ) , as s h a r i n g i n t h e power o f t h e Logos ( 3 0 ) 
and as b e i n g c r e a t e d t o r e m a i n i n j o y f u l i n c o r r u p t i o n . 
Hence t h e p e s s i m i s t i c v i e w o f man i s c o u n t e r e d b y an 
o p t i m i s t i c one. The passage i n t h e p_I t h e r e f o r e echoes 
t h e t e n s i o n o f t h e P s a l m i s t , a c c o r d i n g t o whom man i s 
n o t h i n g and y e t i s l i t t l e l e s s t h a n God ( 3 1 ) . T h i s 
p e s s i m i s t i c v i e w , h o w e v e r , i s u n d e r s t a n d a b l e . For t h e 
aim o f t h e r e c i t i n g o f t h e c r e a t i o n n a r r a t i v e i n a w o r k 
c o n c e r n e d w i t h t h e Logos' i n c a r n a t i o n i s t o r e v e a l t h e 
r e a s o n f o r t h e i n c a r n a t i o n , a r e a s o n w h i c h does n o t l i e i n 
t h e Logos h i m s e l f . F o r he became man on a c c o u n t o f man ( 3 2 ) . 
E q u a l l y t h e e m p h a s i s on o b e d i e n c e and d i s o b e d i e n c e i n t h e 
a c c o u n t o f t h e p r i m a l s t a t e and t h e f a l l i n t h e D I f i t s 
t h i s c o n t e x t . F o r by so s t r e s s i n g t h e c u l p a b i l i t y o f man 
A t h a n a s i u s e m p h a s i s e s t h a t t h e d i v i n e Logos became i n c a r n -
a t e f o r man's s a l v a t i o n i n mercy, and n o t as a c o n -
sequence o f h i s n a t u r e . M e a n w h i l e t h e o p t i m i s t i c v i e w 
o f man i n t h e CG i s e q u a l l y u n d e r s t a n d a b l e . F o r by 
a l l o w i n g s u c h a v i e w A t h a n a s i u s c o n t r i b u t e d t o h i s p e r -
s u a d i n g t h e u n b e l i e v e r t h a t he c o u l d know God h i s c r e a t o r . 
Y e t t h i s o p t i m i s t i c v i e w o f man i s a l s o c o l o u r e d by more 
s o b e r i n g t h o u g h t s . F o r t h a t man i s seen as weak, and 
n a t u r a l l y u n s t a b l e ( 3 3 ) . He was c r e a t e d i n t h e image o f 
God t h a t he m i g h t n e v e r abandon t h e c o n c e p t o f God ( 3 4 ) . 
He was g i v e n s p e c i a l power b y t h e Logos t h a t he m i g h t 
c o n v e r s e w i t h God and m i g h t l i v e t h e l i f e i m m o r t a l ( 3 5 ) . 
Y e t f o r a l l t h a t he gave h i m s e l f up t o b o d i l y d e s i r e s ( 3 6 ) 
R a t h e r t h a n l i v i n g t h e i m m o r t a l l i f e o f God, he came t o 
f e a r d e a t h and s e p a r a t i o n f r o m t h e b o d y ( 3 7 ) . 
L o u t h draws a d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n t h e c o n c e p t o f 
m o r t a l i t y i n t h e CG and t h a t i n t h e D I . C e r t a i n l y t h e 
c o n s e q u e n c e s o f t h e f a l l , d e a t h a n d d e c a y , a r e seen i n 
t h e D I as embedded i n r e a l i t y . Y e t i n t h e CG t h e y a r e 
n o t s een as " t h e mere t h n e t a p h r o n e i n " ( 3 8 ) as L o u t h 
m a i n t a i n s . F o r t h a t t h n e t a p h r o n e i n i s t h e t u r n i n g f r o m 
God and t h e r e l i n q u i s h i n g o f t h a t g r a c e and s p e c i a l power 
g i v e n b y t h e Logos t o man t h a t t h e r e b y man m i g h t l i v e t h e 
i m m o r t a l and b l e s s e d l i f e i n t h e company o f God and h i s 
s a i n t s . I t i s t h e a c t u a l t u r n i n g f r o m h i m i n whom man 
l i v e d and moved and had h i s b e i n g . The r e a l i t y o f d e a t h 
so c o n c e i v e d i s c o n f i r m e d i n Ch.41-42 where A t h a n a s i u s 
draws a t t e n t i o n t o t h e t r a n s i e n t n a t u r e o f m o r t a l man. 
F i n a l l y L o u t h draws a t t e n t i o n t o s e e m i n g l y d i f f e r e n t 
c o n c e p t i o n s o f man's r e d e m p t i o n . A c c o r d i n g t o h i m 
r e d e m p t i o n i s seen i n t h e CG as t h e r e s t o r a t i o n o f t h e 
p u r e v i s i o n o f God by p u r i f i c a t i o n ; i t i s t h a t w i t h i n 
t h e power o f e v e r y man. F o r , a c c o r d i n g t o CG 30-34 
" A t h a n s i u s sees t h e s o u l even o f a f a l l e n man as r a t i o n a l , 
i m m o r t a l and c a p a b l e o f t h e v i s i o n o f God" ( 3 9 ) . A c c o r d i n 
t o t h e DI_ r e d e m p t i o n i s o n l y b y t h e Logos i n c a r n a t e ; 
r e p e n t a n c e i s n o t s u f f i c i e n t . C e r t a i n l y A t h a n a s i u s does 
a d m i t t h a t a l l men a r e c a p a b l e o f t h e v i s i o n o f God. Y e t 
s u c h an a d m i s s i o n i s s e t n o t w i t h i n t h e c o n t e x t o f an 
e x p l a n a t i o n o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f r e d e m p t i o n , b u t o f t h a t o f 
c r e a t i o n and n a t u r a l r e v e l a t i o n . I n d e e d , t h i s i s made 
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c l e a r i n c h . 47. F o r i n t h i s c o n c l u d i n g c h a p t e r o f 
t h e CG A t h a n a s i u s m e n t i o n s t h i s " r o a d o f t r u t h " w h e r e b y 
man c o u l d know God, and y e t m e n t i o n s t h a t w i t h i n t h e 
c o n t e x t o f t h e a r g u m e n t o f t h e CG, t h a t men have 
r e j e c t e d t h e k n o w l e d g e o f God ( 4 0 ) and have f a i l e d t o 
r e c o g n i s e h i m ( 4 1 ) d e s p i t e t h e f a c t t h a t God i s r e v e a l e d 
i n h i s c r e a t i o n ( 4 2 ) . The r e f e r e n c e t o t h e " r o a d o f 
t r u t h " b o t h h e r e and i n c h . 30-34 p o i n t s t h e r e f o r e t o 
t h e f o o l i s h n e s s o f man i n n o t r e c o g n i s i n g God t h e c r e a t o r , 
a f o l l y f o r w h i c h man i s c u l p a b l e . I t seems t h e r e f o r e 
t h a t a c c o r d i n g t o t h e CG t h e r e c o g n i t i o n o f God t h e 
c r e a t o r , and n o t r e d e m p t i o n , i s w i t h i n t h e power o f e v e r y 
man, a l b e i t a power b e s t o w e d upon man by God. M e a n w h i l e 
t h e e mphasis o f t h e p_I_ upon r e d e m p t i o n b y t h e Logos 
i n c a r n a t e o c c u r s w i t h i n an e x p o s i t i o n o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f 
t h e i n c a r n a t i o n , and w i t h i n a r e c o g n i t i o n o f man's i n -
s e c u r e k n o w l e d g e o f God. F o r t h e D I r e c o g n i s e d , i n t h e 
l i g h t o f t h e CG, t h a t man, a l t h o u g h c r e a t e d t o know God, 
was n o t s e c u r e i n h i s k n o w l e d g e o f God. Hence i t 
a d m i t t e d t h a t o n l y by t h e Logos b e c o m i n g man was man 
s e c u r e d i n t h a t r e d e e m i n g k n o w l e d g e o f God. 
I t seems t h e r e f o r e t h a t t h e e s t i m a t e s o f man i n t h e 
CG and i n t h e D_I a r e n o t so d i f f e r e n t . R a t h e r , t h e 
emphases a r e d i f f e r e n t , and t h e s e a r e d i c t a t e d l a r g e l y 
b y t h e d i f f e r i n g c o n t e x t s . 
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